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Abstract 
The concept of submission is foundational to Christian teaching. Jesus modeled 
submission in his obedience to the Father even to his sacrifice on the cross, and both Paul 
and Peter included exhortations for Christians to submit to God, to governmental 
authorities, and to one another, but the most specific directive was to wives to submit to 
their husbands. Despite the centrality of the concept, the exact definition of biblical 
submission of wife to husband is a matter of interpretation, tradition, and personal 
opinion. This dissertation utilized a 58-question survey in an attempt to determine how a 
person’s definition of and adherence to wifely submission within the Christian marriage 
relationship affects his/her perceived level of happiness. A sample of 249 participants 
from 30 states and four foreign countries was assembled through social media and 
snowball sampling. The findings of the study suggest that those who believe that 
compromise or collaboration is the best interpretation of biblical submission report an 
overall higher level of marital happiness than those who interpret it as avoidance or 
accommodation. This is true regardless of whether or not they actually utilize the higher-
self conflict modes to resolve differences within their marriage relationship. Even the 
ideal of a higher level of equality appears to translate itself into a more satisfying 
relationship.  
  
 
 
 
 
 x 
 
“The male is by nature superior, and the female inferior;  
and the one rules, and the other is ruled.” 
— Aristotle, Politics 
 
“What we poor males really need 
is a way of having babies on our own–  
no females, please. 
Then the world would be 
completely trouble free.” 
— Jason in Euripides’ Medea 
 
“It is not good to marry. What else is woman but a foe to friendship,  
an inescapable punishment, a necessary evil, a natural temptation, a desirable calamity, 
a delectable detriment, an evil of nature, painted with fair colors.” 
— John Chrysostom 
 
“A horse, whether good or bad, needs a spur;  
a woman, whether good or bad, needs a lord and master, and sometimes a stick.” 
—Florentine proverb 
 
“Women are created for no other purpose than to serve men and be their helpers.” 
—Martin Luther 
 xi 
 
“Let man exercise authority with moderation; let woman be satisfied with the state of     
subjection and not take it amiss that she is made inferior to the more distinguished sex.” 
—John Calvin 
 
“[I]f  she had attended her household affairs, and such things as belong to women, and 
not gone out of her way and calling to meddle in such things as are proper for men, 
whose minds are stronger, etc., she had kept her wits.” 
—John Winthrop 
 
“…though both 
Not equal, as thir sex not equal seemd; 
For contemplation hee and valour formd, 
For softness shee and sweet attractive Grace, 
Hee for God only, shee for God in him.” 
—John Milton, Paradise Lost 
 
“I do not wish [women] to have power over men, but over themselves. The most perfect 
education, in my opinion, is …to enable the individual to attain such habits of virtue as 
will render it independent. In fact, it is a farce to call any being virtuous whose virtues do 
not result from the exercise of its own reason.” 
—Mary Wollstonecraft  
 
 xii 
 
“In the true married relationship, the independence of husband and wife will be equal, 
their dependence mutual, and their obligations reciprocal.” 
― Lucretia Mott 
 
“When a man says to me, ‘Let us work together in the great cause you have undertaken, 
and let me be your companion and aid, for I admire you more than I have ever admired 
any other woman,’ then I shall say, ‘I am yours truly’; but he must ask me to be his equal, 
not his slave.” 
― Susan B. Anthony
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Chapter 1: 
Introduction and Statement of the Problem 
Introduction 
The concept of submission is foundational to Christian teaching. Jesus modeled 
submission in his obedience to the Father even to his sacrifice on the cross, and both Paul 
and Peter included exhortations for Christians to submit to God, to governmental 
authorities, and to one another, but the most specific directive was to wives to submit to 
their husbands; however, the exact definition of biblical submission of wife to husband is 
a matter of interpretation, tradition, and personal opinion. Many conservative Christians, 
both men and women, hold to gender traditionalism (Bartkowski & Hempel, 2009) or 
what others term complementarity (Piper, 2006). Christian feminists, however, insist that 
traditional gender roles perpetuate a pattern of patriarchy that is oppressive to women and 
other minority groups (Fiorenza, 1995) and are the leftovers of the public/private 
dichotomy of the Greco-Roman household code (Torjesen, 1997). This dissertation will 
examine how a person’s definition of and adherence to wifely submission within the 
Christian marriage relationship affects his/her perceived level of happiness.  
Background 
For two millennia, wifely submission has been taught and accepted as a pillar of 
the Christian marriage. The teaching is based on three passages in the New Testament. 
The first is found in the Apostle Paul’s letter to the Ephesians:  
“Wives, submit to your husbands as to the Lord. For the husband is the 
head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church, his body, of which he 
is the Savior. Now as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should 
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submit to their husbands in everything.” (Ephesians 5:22-24, New 
International Version). 
The second is found in Paul’s epistle to the Colossians where he writes in chapter 
3, verse 18: “Wives, submit yourselves to your husbands, as is fitting in the 
Lord.” The third is    1 Peter 3:1-6:  
Wives, in the same way submit yourselves to your own husbands so that, 
if any of them do not believe the word, they may be won over without 
words by the behavior of their wives, when they see the purity and 
reverence of your lives. Your beauty should not come from outward 
adornment, such as elaborate hairstyles and the wearing of gold jewelry or 
fine clothes. Rather, it should be that of your inner self, the unfading 
beauty of a gentle and quiet spirit, which is of great worth in God’s sight. 
For this is the way the holy women of the past who put their hope in God 
used to adorn themselves. They submitted themselves to their own 
husbands, like Sarah, who obeyed Abraham and called him her lord. You 
are her daughters if you do what is right and do not give way to fear. 
Since the infancy of the Christian church, one principle interpretation of these 
passages has been that Christian women are called to be subservient to their husbands. 
While most of the early church fathers agreed that Paul’s comparison of husbands and 
wives to Christ and the church carried with it the concept of superiority and inferiority, 
there were some differences in the degree to which this was true. In his Homily 20 on 
Ephesians written in the 4th century C.E, John Chrysostom stated that Paul assigned each 
spouse “their proper place, to the one that of authority and forethought, to the other that 
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of submission,” but he then makes it clear that the husband’s place of authority was also 
one of sacrificial love, not of authoritarianism. In contrast, Chrysostom’s contemporary, 
Gregory of Nyssa, wrote in On Virginity that a wife is “not her own mistress, but finds 
her resources only in him whom wedlock has made her lord.”  He goes on to paint a 
picture of a neurotically fearful woman whose husband’s absence creates such dread in 
her that  
…her eyes, filled with terrified suspense, are always fixed upon the door; 
her ears are always busied with what others are whispering; her heart, 
stung with her fears, is well-nigh bursting even before any bad news has 
arrived; a noise in the doorway, whether fancied or real, acts as a 
messenger of ill, and on a sudden shakes her very soul; most likely all 
outside is well, and there is no cause to fear at all; but her fainting spirit is 
quicker than any message, and turns her fancy from good tidings to 
despair. 
In the Middle Ages, Saint Thomas Aquinas wrote in his commentary on Paul’s 
letter to the Ephesians that “the relation of a husband to his wife is, in a certain way, like 
that of a master to his servant, insofar as the latter ought to be governed by the commands 
of his master.” This patriarchal perspective dominated Christianity with little practical 
opposition until the mid-19th century when the beginning of the women’s movement in 
parts of Europe and in America caused many to challenge the concept of a theology 
which, in their opinion, relegated half of humanity to second-class status. While both 
Susan B. Anthony and Elizabeth Cady Stanton fought for women’s suffrage from the 
mid-1800s until their deaths, Cady Stanton also worked diligently to reinterpret the 
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biblical passages she perceived to be the source of an oppressive patriarchy that had 
caused women to live “in bondage, […] anguish, […] and in silence and subjection” 
(Stanton, 1895, Introduction). More recently, modern Christian feminist scholars such as 
Fiorenza (1995) have challenged the traditionally accepted view of women in the church. 
The purpose of this study is not to argue for or against submission or to seek a new 
interpretation of the biblical passages but to investigate the effect the traditionally 
androcentric view has on the marital relationship.  
In recent years, many biblical scholars (Bristow, 1988; Kroeger & Kroeger, 1992; 
Kroeger, 1995; Padgett, 2011) have stepped back from the traditional acceptance of male 
domination and female subjugation as the only authoritative interpretation of the key 
scriptures and have taught that the concept of mutual submission is more consistent with 
the teachings of Jesus and a more correct interpretation of the biblical passages. Despite 
this new information, many in the conservative Christian community, including many 
Christian women, continue to hold to the more traditional view (Gallagher & Smith, 
1999; Kassian, 2005; Peace, 2005). This is not surprising given that much of the 
opposition that Lucretia Mott, Susan B. Anthony, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, and other 
feminists and suffragists faced in the 19th century came from women (Banner, 1980; 
Sherr, 1995). Lerner (1986) discussed the phenomenon of women’s opposition to 
feminism and the women’s movement, noting that patriarchy cannot exist without the 
cooperation of women. “Women have for millennia participated in the process of their 
own subordination because they have been psychologically shaped so as to internalize the 
idea of their own inferiority” (Lerner, 1986, p. 217). 
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Justification 
My interest in this topic has its roots in the personal experience of a marriage 
based on the traditional Christian construct of husband headship and wifely submission to 
his authority. While there may be Christian marriages based on this teaching in which 
both partners are equally happy, this was not my experience. It is my belief that a 
misguided idea of the biblical teaching of submission in combination with other problems 
was the foundation of the level of marital unhappiness I experienced. By conducting this 
study, I hope to open a discussion of the dynamics of the Christian husband/wife 
relationship that is consistent with the spirit of the biblical teaching and that helps to 
promote a healthy and growing marital experience for others. 
Goals 
It is the primary goal of this quantitative research study to discover how, if at all, 
a Christian’s interpretation of and adherence to the concept of biblical submission affects 
his/her level of perceived marital happiness. A secondary goal will be to discover 
whether Christians who hold closely to the traditional biblical interpretation report a 
higher level of marital happiness than those who espouse a more progressive view. 
Organization of the study 
The following dissertation is composed of five chapters that examine how 
Christians interpret the concept of biblical submission as taught in three key passages of 
scripture (Ephesians 5:22-24, Colossians 3:18, and 1 Peter 3:1-6) as one of the five 
conflict modes described by Pruitt, Rubin, and Kim (2003) using their Dual Concern 
Model and how that interpretation affects their perceived level of marital happiness. The 
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first chapter will provide a background to and justification for the study as well as 
establish goals. 
In chapter 2 I will examine the body of literature relating to the historical beliefs 
concerning the nature of woman and the Christian teachings of the male/female 
differences in body and spirit from the early church. This chapter is divided into nine 
sections. In the first, I will look at the influence of Hellenism on Christianity, particularly 
the impact of Aristotle’s household code, on the church’s view of male and female. I will 
then examine the ancient writers’ denigration of the female body as imperfect and 
inferior and the female mind as incapable of reason. I will next discuss the concept of 
woman as the source of evil, an idea that precedes Aristotle, going back to the eighth 
century B.C.E. to Hesiod’s Theogony and the creation of the Greek mythos. Finally, I 
will look at the Greco-Roman world of the New Testament. 
In the second section, I will examine the writings of two of the most important of 
the early church fathers. I begin this section with Augustine of Hippo who developed the 
concept of original sin, a belief that shaped his teachings on marriage, sex, and celibacy 
(Hunter, 1994). The second church father in this section is Tertullian. Tertullian’s 
writings include some of the most beautiful descriptions of a mutually loving Christian 
marriage and some of the most contemptuous indictments of woman as the cause of the 
fall of humankind.  
The third section covers Christianity during the Middle Ages and the 
Reformation. In this section I will look at two of the most significant theologians of that 
era, Thomas Aquinas and Martin Luther. Aquinas was a dedicated student of the 
teachings of Aristotle. He perpetuated the teachings of the Philosopher and of Augustine 
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that espoused the superiority of the male in reason, intellect, and body; however, he 
rejected Aristotle’s teaching that the female was conceived as the result of an accident 
because he believed that she was a part of God’s design (Bullough, 1994). Martin Luther 
renounced the notion that celibacy was superior to marriage. He believed marriage, 
particularly his to Katharine von Bora, was a “God-given answer to diabolical holiness” 
(Oberman, 2006, p. 280). Luther was also one of the first Christian theologians to 
introduce the concept that has come to be known in modern Christianity as 
complementarity (Tuana, 1993).  
In the fourth section, I will discuss the place of women in America in society and 
in the church from the early days of its settlement to the present day. This will include the 
church’s clash with women’s movement in American from its earliest days through the 
late 20th century. It will also cover women in the 20th century American church. 
The fifth section examines previous research on marital satisfaction by Locke and 
Wallace. 
The sixth section looks at previous research on religion and marital happiness. 
The seventh section examines previous research on conflict resolution and 
marriage. 
The eighth section focuses on an important area of the existing literature: biblical 
submission and domestic violence within the Christian community. Stotland (2000) 
illustrates how some men misuse biblical teaching to justify their abuse of their wives. 
Ellison and Anderson (2002) looked at domestic violence and frequency of attendance at 
religious services. Using data from the first wave of National Survey on Families and 
Households (NSFH-1), they found an inverse relationship between attendance frequency 
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and domestic violence.  Brown and Parker (1995) claim that Christianity is the “primary 
force” in women’s willingness to accept abuse (p. 37). While there are undoubtedly men 
who use a misguided theology to batter their wives into a form of submission, and while 
some women may perceive receiving this type of abuse as acceptable, this study will 
focus not on spousal abuse but on the conflict modes utilized by women within the 
Christian marriage relationship and their choice of conflict mode affects their perceived 
level of marital happiness.  
In the final section, I will address a related area of the literature that examines 
biblical submission in Christian feminist theology. In her groundbreaking book Women, 
Church and State, Gage (1893) condemns the patriarchal system she blames for the 
oppression of women. She later criticizes the Reverend William John Knox-Little’s 
“Sermon to Women” in which he equates submission with subordination (p. 494).  In the 
introduction to The Women’s Bible, Stanton (1895) wrote, “Marriage for [woman] was to 
be a condition of bondage, maternity a period of suffering and anguish, and in silence and 
subjection, she was to play the role of a dependent on man's bounty for all her material 
wants.”  
Modern Christian feminists have continued to challenge classic interpretation of 
scripture where it concerns the role of women in the family and in the church. Fiorenza 
(1995) states that the Bible has been used as a weapon against women as they “struggle 
for self-identity, survival, and liberation in a patriarchal society and church” (p. x). She 
argues that Jesus’ call to subservience is to those who are in power, not the weak, and 
that his claim that “the last shall be first” is a call to equality (p. 81-82). Ruether (in 
Loades, 1990) posits that traditional Christian patriarchy is “unjust and evil” (p. 146) and 
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calls for Christology to be liberated from patriarchy. Hunt (2004) blames organized 
religion for its part in perpetuating the second-class status of women and for its being an 
obstacle to women who fought for equal rights. This section concludes with an 
examination of the theoretical framework for my study.  
In chapter 4 I will discuss the quantitative methodology used to collect data for 
the study. I will begin by discussing some advantages and challenges to the use of online 
social networks for snowball sampling. Despite possible challenges, the use of OSNs has 
been recognized as being particularly well suited for snowball sampling and useful for 
non-representative samples (Bhutta, 2012). Since my research goals were focused on 
Christian women, the use of Facebook and snowball sampling was an effective and 
efficient choice as my sampling frame. I designed a 58-question quantitative survey to 
address each of my hypotheses. The survey was conducted through the website Survey 
Monkey. My goal was to have 200 participants from as many different Christian groups 
as possible, and this number alone precluded personal interviews. It would have been 
possible to utilize focus groups, but while this might have added a more personal feel and 
depth to some responses and would have allowed me to have personal interaction with 
the participants, the time that would have been necessary to organize and conduct 
multiple focus groups was more than I felt like I wanted to take on for this project. 
Conducting the survey online gave me the opportunity to include people from 30 states 
and 4 foreign countries, something that would have been practically impossible to do in 
any face-to-face setting. 
There were a number of variables that I used in this research. This was the case 
because I was looking for any correlation between a person’s beliefs about both 
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submission in the marriage relationship and their perceived level of marital happiness and 
their gender, age, religious upbringing, their current religious convictions, their 
denomination, their political affiliation, level of education, their place of residence, etc. 
These variables directly address one or more of my hypotheses listed in the previous 
section.  
Chapter 4 will examine the results of the survey. I will use frequencies and 
crosstabulations to interpret the data and test my hypotheses using a number of different 
variables, including gender. Women respondents outnumbers men more than 3 to 1. 
Because I mentioned in my original Facebook post that the survey concerned biblical 
submission and its effect on the marriage relationship, it is possible that women found 
this a more intriguing subject than men. However, Smith (2008) found that a 
disproportionate number of women respond to online surveys, and the Pew Research 
Foundation found that more women report being regular users of Facebook than men 
(Duggan, 2013), so the male/female response rate I received may have been more typical 
than I first perceived it to be.  I will test each hypothesis individually to see whether or 
not the data from the survey supports it. 
In Chapter 5 I will present my analysis of the study results and will offer my 
conclusions. I will also propose ways in which families and church leaders might use the 
information gleaned from this research to strengthen the Christian marriage relationship. 
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Chapter 2: 
Review of the Literature 
Introduction 
In this chapter I will examine the body of literature relating to the historical 
beliefs concerning the nature of woman and the Christian teachings of the male/female 
differences in body and spirit from the early church. In the first section, I will look at the 
influence of Hellenism on Christianity, particularly the impact of Aristotle’s household 
code, on the church’s view of male and female. The importance of the household code 
cannot be overstated since it was the code that determined the opinion of woman and her 
place in the home and in Western society for over 2000 years. I will then examine the 
ancient writers’ denigration of the female body as imperfect and inferior and the female 
mind as incapable of reason. These concepts influenced the overarching view of woman 
as inferior and are tied to the household code aided by Aristotle’s biology. I will next 
discuss the concept of woman as the source of evil, an idea that precedes Aristotle, going 
back to the eighth century B.C.E. to Hesiod’s Theogony and the creation of the Greek 
mythos. Finally, I will look at the Greco-Roman world of the New Testament. 
In the second section, I will examine the writings of two of the most important of 
the early church fathers. I begin this section with Augustine of Hippo, perhaps the single 
most influential writer of early Christendom (Drobner, 2000). He developed the concept 
of original sin, and this shaped his teachings on marriage, sex, and celibacy (Hunter, 
1994), doctrines that still influence the church’s teachings today. The second church 
father in this section is Tertullian. Tertullian’s writings include some of the most 
beautiful descriptions of a mutually loving Christian marriage and some of the most 
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contemptuous indictments of woman as the cause of the fall of humankind, and feminists 
have targeted him as an intransigent misogynist for decades (de Beauvoir, 1953; 
Fiorenza, 1994; Pagels, 1992; Ruether, 1974; Turcan, 1990).  
The third section covers Christianity during the Middle Ages and the Reformation 
and will look at two of the most significant theologians of that era, Thomas Aquinas and 
Martin Luther. Aquinas was a dedicated student of the teachings of Aristotle, whose 
writings had only recently been translated into Latin. He perpetuated the teachings of the 
Philosopher and of Augustine that espoused the superiority of the male in reason, 
intellect, and body; however, he rejected Aristotle’s teaching that the female was 
conceived as the result of an accident because he believed that she was a part of God’s 
design (Bullough, 1994). Martin Luther renounced the notion that celibacy was superior 
to marriage, and turned 1000 years of church teaching on its head. He believed marriage, 
particularly his to Katharine von Bora, was a “God-given answer to diabolical holiness” 
(Oberman, 2006, p. 280). Luther was also one of the first Christian theologians to 
introduce the concept that has come to be known in modern Christianity as 
complementarity (Tuana, 1993).  
In the fourth section, I will discuss the place of women in America from the early 
days of its settlement to the present day. 
The fifth section examines how the concept of submission has led to spousal 
abuse. 
In the sixth section, I will address Christian feminism and how this new theology 
perceives the church’s teachings on male/female relationships. 
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Hellenism 
The influence of Hellenism and the Greek philosophers, primarily Aristotle, on 
the early church fathers is a subject of much discussion in the literature. Hatch (1904) 
points out that the religion of any people at a given place and time is inseparable from the 
“whole mental attitude of that time” (p. 2). Because Christianity began in first-century 
Palestine, it was shaped by both the religious history of Judaism and the Hellenistic 
culture of Rome (Balch, 1986), and Johnson (2010) states that “the most encompassing 
world of the [New Testament was] Greco-Roman culture” (p. 20). Alexander the Great 
had declared Greek the lingua franca of his empire, and Diaspora Jews embraced 
Hellenism while those living in Galilee and Judea integrated at least some of the 
Hellenistic culture and language (Gruen, 1998). By the second century B.C.E., the 
Hebrew Old Testament had been translated into Greek, the work we know as the 
Septuagint. It was this translation, not the original Hebrew scriptures, which Flavius 
Josephus and the Jewish philosopher Philo used and quoted and that many scholars 
believe that Jesus studied as a boy and used in his ministry (Roberts, 1888; Treshem, 
2009). The 27 books of the New Testament were written in Koine Greek, the common 
language of the Roman Empire, leading some scholars to believe that Greek, not 
Aramaic, was the language most used by Jesus and his Jewish disciples (Porter, 1993; 
Treshem, 2009). 
Most feminists believe that the roots of Western misogyny lie in Ancient Greece 
and spread through Alexander’s expansion of the Greek culture and continued with the 
Roman Empire (Fiorenza, 1994; Peradotto & Sullivan, 1984). The genesis for this 
sexism, according to many feminists, was Alexander’s teacher, Aristotle. The 
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Philosopher (Politics 1.1.1253a2) believed that man, because of his ability to reason and 
speak, is political by nature and seeks association with others in order to create good. In 
the Politics he describes what he claims is the natural order of these associations: the 
household (oikos, the private sphere, the sphere of women), the village (groups of 
households), and the city-state (polis, the public sphere, the sphere of men). It is the 
seeking of the most good for the most people that is the ultimate goal of the polis, where 
relationship between citizens is based on equality. This is Aristotle’s ideal, and it 
remained the hegemonic ideal for centuries. Although Aristotle saw the two spheres as 
separate and distinct, in reality they were rarely if ever exclusive. For example, young 
girls in the Roman Empire grew up under the power (potestas) of their fathers and upon 
marriage lived under the hand (manus) of their husbands (Torjesen, 1995). Of those who 
did not marry, or those who became widows, some entered the public sphere in business, 
trade, etc., although how much they actually participated in day-to-day business activities 
is unclear (Gardner, 1991).  
Aristotle’s household code. The historical importance and lasting influence of 
Aristotle’s household code cannot be overemphasized. Fiorenza (1994) claims that 
“Western misogyny has its roots in the rules for the household as the model of the state” 
(p. 257). Although Aristotle describes the polis as “the most sovereign and inclusive 
association” (Politics 1.1.1252a1), it was the oikos that was the foundation of Greek 
society (Coyle, 1981; Deming, 2004; Fiorenza, 1994, 1995), and Aristotle himself 
described it as more necessary than the polis. In the 12th chapter of the Politics, Aristotle 
(1259a37) introduces the tri-level nature of the relationships within the Greek household: 
the master-slave, the husband-wife, and the father-child, all three with an androcentric 
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focus on the male head of household. While it should be noted that the husband-wife 
relationship is compared to that of a “statesmen to fellow citizens” (1259a37), the rule of 
the statesman in the public sphere is interchangeable among equals. The male’s rule in 
the household is permanent since Aristotle states that the male is more suited to rule.  
Despite the importance of the Greek family, the dual nature of Aristotle’s society 
(private sphere vs. public sphere) helped to create the ideological separation of the male 
world outside from the female world inside that influenced western civilization and 
Christianity for more than two millennia (Balch, 1986; Cere, 2004). Because Aristotle’s 
highest priority was placed on the public arena in which ideally only men participated, 
the household world of women was usually subordinated (Torjesen, 1995).  The 
separation of public from private and the subsequent subordination of women was 
underscored by the appearance and the locations of the two spheres. Public places where 
men met were clean, bright, and beautiful; in contrast, homes were often dirty, dark, and 
unsanitary (Pomeroy, 1995). The home itself was physically divided by gender with the 
locations closest to the street (the public sphere) given to the males of the household 
while females were restricted to space either in the back away from the street or upstairs 
if the house contained more than one level (Pomeroy, 1995). The female space, the 
gynaeceum, was never entered by any male who was not a family member (Nepos in 
O'Faolain & Martines, 1973). Wealthy Greek women rarely left the gynaeceum, sending 
servants on errands or to the market. Poorer women who had no one to perform these 
tasks were more likely to leave the home than their wealthier sisters (O’Faolian & 
Martines, 1973). 
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Browning (2004) notes that Aristotle’s household code spread throughout the 
Mediterranean world by way of the conquests of Alexander the Great. Later, Roman 
philosophers and emperors adopted the code as it “fit their value system to argue that 
some persons are intellectually and politically inferior” (Balch, 1986, p. 81). Through 
Roman culture, it ultimately influenced the New Testament church (Balch, 1984, 1986). 
Both Balch (1984, 1986) and Browning (2004) claim that it was the household code of 
the Greco-Roman world that influenced Paul in Colossians 3:18-25. In this passage Paul 
exhorts the believers at Colossae: “Wives, submit yourselves to your husbands […] 
Children, obey your parents […] Slaves, obey your earthly masters”; however, Marshall 
(2005) notes that Paul, unlike Aristotle, addressed the “inferior” parties within the pairs 
and called the “superior” parties (husbands, fathers, and masters) to servant leadership (p. 
186). In his examination of the evidence of Hellenization in 1 Peter, Balch (1986) argues 
that Diaspora Jews in the first century C.E. tried to maintain their own culture while 
limiting any discord with Rome. This was evident in the writings of Philo (Hypothetica) 
and Josephus (Against Apion) as well as in Peter’s letter to “God’s elect, exiles scattered 
throughout the provinces of Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia” (1 Peter 
1:1). Roman politics, Balch (1986) argues, shaped Peter’s teaching more so than the spirit 
and traditions of the Old Testament. 
Inferiority of the female body and mind. Tuana (1993) maintains that for most 
ancient writers and philosophers, in the hierarchy of created beings humans fall between 
the gods and the animals; however, adjustments had to be made when considering where 
woman falls within that hierarchy. Because it was believed that her body and mind were 
less perfect than the male, most creation stories place her not between the gods and the 
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animals but between man and the animals (Tuana, 1993). While most ancient writers and 
philosophers considered women necessary for procreation, the male was always viewed 
as the ideal. There was disagreement, though, on the extent to which girls and women 
should be involved in activities outside of the Greeks’ private sphere. In Book V of the 
Republic, Plato advocates for the equal education of men and women since he saw no 
activity that was exclusive to either sex; however, he also notes that in any occupation, 
males are overall superior to females, even in those activities which were more closely 
associated with women. In his discussions of the different types of sacrifices covered in 
the Law of Moses in On the Special Laws, Philo explains that the whole-burnt offering 
(Leviticus 1) is to be a male because “the female is imperfect, subject, seen more as the 
passive than as the active partner” (200). He then extends his argument from sacrificial 
animals to humans: 
And since the elements of which our soul consists are two in number, the 
rational and the irrational part, the rational part belongs to the male sex, 
being the inheritance of intellect and reason; but the irrational part belongs 
to the sex of woman, which is the lot also of the outward senses. And the 
mind is in every respect superior to the outward sense, as the man is to the 
woman; who, when he is without blemish and purified with the proper 
purifications, namely, the perfect virtues, is himself the most holy 
sacrifice, being wholly and in all respects pleasing to God (201). 
Aristotle is generally viewed as believing that the male body is the norm and the 
female body is an inferior derivation of the male (Dean-Jones, 1991; McLaughlin, 1974; 
Ruether, 1992; Sterling, 2007; Tiffin, 2007; Tuana, 1989), and his biology is considered 
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misogynist by some scholars and most modern feminists (Elshtain, 1981; Fiorenza, 1994; 
Hirschman, 1993; Horowitz, 1976; Keuls, 1993; Ruether, 1992; Witt, 2012). This 
perspective is typically based on this passage from De Generatione Animalium  (GA): 
Now semen is a secretion and is moved with the same movement as that in 
virtue of which the body increases (this increase being due to subdivision 
of the nutriment in its last stage). […] For the female’s contribution also is 
a secretion, and has all the parts in it potentially though none of them 
actually; it has in it potentially even those parts which differentiate the 
female from the male, for just as the young of mutilated parents are 
sometimes born mutilated and sometimes not, so also the young born of a 
female are sometimes female and sometimes male instead. For the female 
is, as it were, a mutilated male, and the catamenia [menstrual flow] are 
semen, only not pure; for there is only one thing they have not in them, the 
principle of soul (737.a.25-29). 
More simply, the male, according to Aristotle, contributes the superior soul to the fetus 
while the female’s contribution is the inferior body. 
As Tuana (1989) observes, scientists work within the worldview of their time, and 
Aristotle’s reasoning was consistent with both the biology of the Hippocratics, though 
with significant differences, and with the common cultural beliefs of the era (Dean-Jones, 
1991). The female body was described as moist, cold, and porous, all attributes which 
confirmed culturally accepted beliefs and affirmed the more desirable “male” 
characteristics of thymos (spiritedness), density, and heat, not normal body heat but what 
Nolan (2000) calls soul heat or vital heat, comparable with the modern concept of 
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energy. Both Aristotle and the Hippocratics believed that the female body was necessary 
for the procreation of the species, but it was also inherently weaker than the male; 
furthermore, they believed that this weakness had an important influence over a woman’s 
emotions and her ability to reason (Dean-Jones, 1989). Horowitz (1976) and Tuana 
(1993) note that in Aristotle's various definitions of the female, she is always defined by 
her lacking, her incapacities, and her failures, all things that are fulfilled by the perfection 
of the male. 
Other scholars take a different view of Aristotle’s opinions of women in both his 
biology and politics. Nolan (2000) contends that the negative interpretations of the 
mutilated male statement is a misunderstanding of Aristotle’s intent. He further argues 
that Aristotle’s use of the Greek term translated mutilated (pepērōmenon) has different 
meanings in different contexts and that it is essential to look at his other uses of the term 
in order to thoroughly appreciate his precise meaning. In GA, Nolan writes, Aristotle 
never says that a human female is pepērōmenon, only that the female in general is 
pepērōmenon. The context is, of course, the reproduction biology of animals although the 
information can conceivably be extrapolated and applied to humans. Using an example 
from Historia Animalium (498.a.32), Nolan notes that Aristotle uses this same term to 
describe the flippers and ears of a seal, what modern scientists might label an 
evolutionary adaptation, which may at first seem to be a mutilation when compared with 
other mammals but is appropriate for the seal in its environment. Bullough (1973) points 
out that, regardless of his misogynism, Aristotle’s biology was actually more forward 
thinking than many believe because he recognized that the female contributed more to 
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reproduction than a place for the embryo to grow. He understood that some factor only 
she possessed (in addition to her womb) was necessary for procreation. 
Dobbs (1996) notes that Aristotle described the husband-wife relationship as 
political (Politics 1259.a.37) which inherently means that it is a relationship of equals; 
however, this is an equality of value, not one of roles. The responsibilities grow out of 
biological differences in the male and female which Aristotle believed to be more than 
simply physical.  Dobbs (1996) further maintains that Aristotle despised the concept of 
patriarchal rule which he compared to that of Homer's Cyclopes (Ethics, 1180.a.24). In 
contrast to this example of barbarism, Aristotle's ideal household is maintained by sex 
complementarity, not the authoritarianism that is attributed to him by most feminist 
scholars (Dobbs, 1996). Sexual differences are more pronounced in humans than in plants 
or other animals because humans possess that which no other living thing possess, what 
Aristotle calls to aisthētikon, the potential of a life of awareness of oneself and of 
sensitivity to the world. In contrast to plants which contain both male and female 
elements in a single body, this divine principle, Dobbs says, "brings about the separate 
existence of male and female in animals for the sake of a higher life, a life of sensitivity, 
in which women and men equally share" (p. 81).  
Woman as the source of evil. The intrinsic frailties of mind and body attributed 
to woman by philosophers led them to see her as the source of evil in the world. In the 
Judeo-Christian tradition, it was Eve’s weakness in the face of temptation and her 
subsequent tempting of Adam that introduced sin into the creation (Genesis 3). In ancient 
Hebrew apocryphal texts woman is again described as the seductive temptress who brings 
about the separation of man from God. Both the Book of Enoch and the Book of Jubilees 
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retell the pre-Noah story from Genesis 6 of the sons of God (whom some believe to be 
angels and whom others term watchers) who left heaven and defiled themselves with the 
daughters of men (Prusak, 1974). The children born from these unions were giants who 
taught humans all manner of evil. To men they taught the art of war, and to women they 
taught the art of enhancing physical beauty with cosmetics and jewelry. In the Testament 
of Reuben, the patriarch describes women as evil and warns his progeny that women, 
whom he believed are more susceptible to fornication, use their charms to control men 
since they are incapable of physically overpowering them.  
In his Questions and Answers on Genesis, the Jewish philosopher Philo of 
Alexandria discusses the differences between the dwelling places of the souls of men and 
women: 
The soul has, as it were, a dwelling, partly men's quarters, partly women's 
quarters. Now for the men there is a place where properly dwell the 
masculine thoughts (that are) wise, sound, just, prudent, pious, filled with 
freedom and boldness, and kin to wisdom. And the women's quarters are a 
place where womanly opinions go about and dwell, being followers of the 
female sex. And the female sex is irrational and akin to bestial passions, 
fear, sorrow, pleasure and desire, from which ensue incurable weaknesses 
and indescribable diseases. He who is conquered by these is unhappy, 
while he who controls them is happy. 
Tuana (1993) notes that, as in the Genesis account, creation stories from almost 
every culture have the male being created first with the female following either in 
subjection to or as a punishment to him. For example, in the Greek mythos the creation of 
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woman is the result of Zeus’ anger at the Titan Prometheus. As retribution to Prometheus 
for tricking him into choosing the lesser sacrifice and to both Prometheus and men for 
stealing the gift of fire, Zeus had his son Hephaestus, the blacksmith god, forge a being of 
“beautiful evil” (Hesiod in Morford & Lenardon, 2003, p. 85) whose creation would 
mark the end of the Golden Age when men and gods existed together without women and 
whose nature Hesiod described as having “the mind of a bitch and the character of a 
thief” (in Morford & Lenardon, 2003, p. 86). In Works and Days (58-128) Hesiod details 
the gifts that Zeus had the gods of Olympus give to the woman whose name, Pandora, 
means “gifts from all.” In contrast, then, to Eve, whom Adam named “mother of all the 
living” (Genesis 3:20) and who was created as a companion for him, Pandora is a 
receiver, a taker. In the Theogony, Hesiod (in Harris & Platzner, 2004) describes 
Pandora’s creation: 
He made this lovely evil to balance the good, 
Then led her off to the other gods and men 
Gorgeous in the finery of the owl-eyed daughter 
Sired in power. And they were stunned, 
Immortal gods and mortal men, when they saw 
The sheer deception, irresistible to men. 
From her is the race of female women, 
The deadly race and population of women, 
A great infestation among mortal men, 
At home with wealth but not with poverty. 
It’s the same as with bees in their overhung hives 
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Feeding the drones, evil conspirators.  
The bees work every day until the sun goes down, 
Busy all day long making pale honeycombs, 
While the drones stay inside, in the hollow hives, 
Stuffing their stomachs with the work of others. 
That’s just how Zeus, the high lord of thunder, made women 
As a curse for mortal men,  
Evil conspirators (p. 94). 
Hesiod later bemoans the fact that Zeus forced man to choose between taking one of 
these shrewish, deceitful creatures as a wife and living into old age alone without 
progeny (Theogony, 387-400). Just as Prometheus had tricked Zeus into choosing the 
lesser sacrifice by covering it with the rich fat of the ox, so Pandora’s beautiful exterior 
covered the evil within (Vernant, 1980; Zeitlin, 1996). Harris and Platzner (2004) assert 
that it was Hesiod’s personal distrust of women that prompted his version of the Pandora 
story. Regardless of its origin, it is his account that became the most influential, and in 
both the Christian and Greek traditions, woman is responsible for separating man from 
Paradise and for ushering pain, suffering, disease, and hard physical labor into the world. 
Furthermore, it was these two perspectives that were the most significant in shaping the 
worldview of Western civilization (Harris and Platzner, 2004), and as Prusak (1974) 
reminds his readers, in all these ancient creation stories, women, knowledge, and fall 
from grace go together. 
The Greco-Roman World of the New Testament. The Jewish culture in 
Palestine at the time of Jesus and the beginnings of the church was decidedly 
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androcentric (Clark & Henderson, 1996; Swidler, 1971). Swidler (1971) quotes a daily 
Jewish prayer of thanksgiving in which the male would pray, “Praised be God that he has 
not created me a Gentile; praised be God that he has not created me a woman; praised be 
God that he has not created me an ignorant man.” In contrast to such misogyny, Jesus’ 
ministry was directed equally to both sexes. He healed women as well as men, and he 
used both males and females as examples in his parables (Clark & Henderson, 1996; 
Saxonhouse, 1985). He also broke cultural barriers when he addressed women in public, 
women to whom most Jewish men of the time would not have spoken anywhere at any 
time: prostitutes, the unclean, Samaritans, etc. Bloch (1991) states that Christianity in its 
earliest stages was very appealing to women because of what modern theologians 
describe as its “sexually liberating egalitarian message” (p. 85). Its message of equal 
accountability for marital faithfulness, grounds for divorce, sinfulness of adultery, etc., 
stood in stark contrast to the Jewish and Hellenistic traditions of first-century Palestine 
(Bloch, 1991). 
The Greco-Roman dual-sphere concept was the world into which Christianity was 
born, and it was the private sphere, the sphere of women, where the infant church began 
to grow. Throughout the New Testament, believers are spoken of in the context of family. 
Torjesen (1997) points out that Jesus used the analogy over and over again in his 
description of the relationship within the kingdom of God; furthermore, he taught that the 
bonds between believers were even stronger than familial ones. In Matthew 14:46-49, 
Jesus’ family approached him as he addressed a crowd: 
While Jesus was still talking to the crowd, his mother and brothers stood 
outside, wanting to speak to him. Someone told him, “Your mother and 
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brothers are standing outside, wanting to speak to you.” He replied to him, 
“Who is my mother, and who are my brothers?” Pointing to his disciples, 
he said, “Here are my mother and my brothers.  For whoever does the will 
of my Father in heaven is my brother and sister and mother.” 
In his gospel, Luke wrote: 
Large crowds were traveling with Jesus, and turning to them he said: “If 
anyone comes to me and does not hate father and mother, wife and 
children, brothers and sisters—yes, even their own life—such a person 
cannot be my disciple. And whoever does not carry their cross and follow 
me cannot be my disciple” (Luke 14:25-27).   
After his resurrection, Jesus told Mary Magdalene: 
Do not hold on to me, for I have not yet ascended to the Father. Go instead 
to my brothers and tell them, “I am ascending to my Father and your 
Father, to my God and your God” (John 20:17). 
In the book of Acts, Luke writes of conversions that occurred within entire 
households. In Acts 10, Cornelius, a Roman centurion, and his household become the 
first Gentile converts. This is a typical pattern for the Roman culture of the time as family 
and servants would serve the god of the head of the household, the pater familias 
(Torjesen, 1995). This tradition was true when there was a female head of household as 
well, and scripture also documents an example of this. In Acts 16:11-15, Lydia, a 
business woman from the city of Thyatira, is converted along with her entire household. 
Lydia’s story, unlike that of Cornelius, does not end with her conversion. Later in the 
same chapter, Luke writes that after Paul and Silas were released from prison they stayed 
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at her house and encouraged the brothers and sisters (the house church) who met there. 
That the church met in her home does not necessarily indicate that she was its leader; 
however, no other specific person other than the unnamed Philippian jailer is mentioned 
in the passage, so it is possible that she held at least some sort of leadership position.  
Although far from enjoying the independence of Western women in the 21st 
century, women in the upper class of Rome generally enjoyed more freedom than did the 
women in the age of Plato and Aristotle (Gardner, 1991). The Stoic and Epicurean 
philosophers of the day advocated for a more egalitarian standing between men and 
women, and this prompting from elite intellectuals helped to elevate the status of the 
wealthier women of Rome (Parvey, 1974). Women in lower classes and those outside the 
city of Rome, however, did not experience the same levels of sovereignty over their own 
lives. Jewish women in first-century Palestine in particular seemed to have had few of the 
freedoms that Roman women had (Parvey, 1974). Parvey (1974) points out that the 
Mosaic Law and the Talmud confined women to the private sphere through domestic 
obligations and by “complex laws and rituals surrounding menstruation and childbearing” 
(p. 120).   
Despite the patriarchal Greco-Roman culture in which he lived and taught, Paul 
broke cultural and societal barriers when he declared, “There is neither Jew nor Gentile, 
neither slave nor free, nor is there male and female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus” 
(Galatians 3:28); nevertheless, the apostle is the object of much criticism by feminists 
because of his other writings. Prusak (1974) contends that Paul revoked the Galatians 
statement when it suited his purpose, such as in 1 Corinthians 11 where he commands 
that women should wear veils when praying or prophesying and should be silent in the 
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church or in Ephesians 5 and 1 Timothy 2 where he requires that wives submit to their 
husbands. Marshall (2005) is less critical of Paul and states that the husband’s authority is 
assumed because it was set in Roman law and in the culture of the time; therefore, the 
apostle was not instructing them to exercise authority but was tempering secular law and 
custom by instructing them to act in love.    
The church fathers were aware of the relationship between Greek philosophy and 
Christianity, Hatch (1904) notes, and acknowledged it in their writing. In his Second 
Apology, Justin Martyr (ca. 155) wrote that the teachings of Plato and the teachings of 
Jesus Christ had similarities and differences just as other philosophers did. Likewise, in 
his Apology, Tertullian (ca. 200) wrote: 
Unless I am utterly mistaken, there is nothing so old as the truth; and the 
already proved antiquity of the divine writings is so far of use to me, that it 
leads men more easily to take it in that they are the treasure-source 
whence all later wisdom has been taken…What poet or sophist has not 
drunk at the fountain of the prophets? Thence, accordingly, the 
philosophers watered their arid minds, so that it is the things they have 
from us which bring us into comparison with them. 
While Justin and Tertullian were more inclusive in their writings, in Book 2 of his 
Stromata Clement of Alexandria (ca. 185 C.E. ) accused the philosophers of pilfering the 
very foundational teachings of the Old Testament prophets and proclaiming them as their 
own: 
[T]hey have plagiarized and falsified (our writings being, as we have 
shown, older) the chief dogmas they hold, both on faith and knowledge 
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and science, and hope and love, and also on repentance and temperance 
and the fear of God, — a whole swarm, verily, of the virtues of truth. 
Early Church Fathers 
The treatment of women in the writings of the early church fathers is at the same 
time scathingly accusatory as the originator of sin and temptress of man and full of praise 
for womanly virtue. Prusak (1974) believed that the foundation for the teaching and 
perpetuation of male dominance was a lack of understanding of sexual drive and of the 
processes of procreation and birth. This lack of understanding led church leaders to lay 
the blame for original sin on the female sex, and thus gave themselves “both a theological 
foundation and the justification for maintaining the cultural facts of male dominance and 
female subservience” (Prusak, 1974, p. 97).  Much of the literature favors the opinion that 
the church fathers viewed women as physically, emotionally, and intellectually inferior to 
men, and this is perhaps based on the creation account in Genesis 2 in which Eve is 
created after man and on a conviction that Eve was solely responsible for bringing sin 
into the world in the Garden of Eden and on the resulting curse placed on her by God in 
Genesis 3. Bloch (1991) maintains that Philo, John Chrysostom, Jerome, and Augustine 
believed that the order of creation in Genesis 2 (man first, woman second) created an 
inherent hierarchy because that which is created first is assumed to be superior. 
According to Miles (2006), Eve’s secondary place in creation was indicative of both the 
cosmic and the intended social order. 
Augustine of Hippo. No non-apostolic Christian theologian has had as much 
influence on the teachings and history of the western church as has Augustine of Hippo 
(Drobner, 2000).  Clark and Richardson (1996) lay most of the responsibility for the 
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church’s teachings on marriage and sexuality squarely at his feet, and Finn (2011) 
credited the Bishop with establishing the perspectives of sex and marriage that dominated 
Christian thought for centuries. The corpus of his work includes tens of thousands of 
sermons, letters, essays, and books on a plethora of topics, many as relevant to Christians 
today as to those in the fifth century. Not surprisingly, feminists have found much in his 
writings that they interpret as contributing to the patriarchal tradition of the church. 
Ruether (1993) blames him for what she calls the “patriarchal anthropology” of 
Christianity (p. 95). In his Literal Commentary on Genesis, Augustine (in Clark, 1983) 
wrote: 
If Adam were not already spiritual (in mind, at least, if not in body), how 
could he have believed what the serpent said? [ …] That a man endowed 
with a spiritual mind could have believed this is astonishing. And just 
because it is impossible to believe it, woman was given to man, woman 
who was of small intelligence and who perhaps still lives more in 
accordance with the promptings of the inferior flesh than by the superior 
reason (p. 40). 
Although he affirms that both men and women who are under grace are endowed with the 
image of God, he states that it is possible that the weaker Eve did not have its full 
measure when she was tempted and that woman would only achieve it under her 
husband’s “rule and management” (p. 40). Tuana (1993) and Rist (1994) assert that 
Augustine taught that only Eve in her inherent weakness believed the serpent’s lies and 
so was deceived into sin. Adam, he insists, ate the fruit purely out of love for Eve because 
“he could not bear to be severed from his only companion, even though this involved a 
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partnership in sin” (City of God, XIV, 11). Furthermore, he held that Eve’s innate 
weaknesses in mind and body caused her to sin and are proof that woman requires a 
man’s guidance and control to save her from her own defenselessness (Tuana, 1993). In 
her study of Augustine and Thomas Aquinas, Børresen (1981) observed that the Bishop 
believed that although the male and the female both have a rational soul created in the 
image of God, the female’s existence is “ordained for that of man, her state of life is 
defined by her relationship with him” (p. 93). 
Augustine has been further criticized for his statement in De Trinitate (12.7.2) 
where he seems to imply that although man is inherently the image of God, woman is 
only the image of God when she is joined with man: 
The woman together with the man is the image of God, so that the whole 
substance is one image. But when she is assigned as a helpmate, which 
pertains to her alone, she is not the image of God; however, in what 
pertains to man alone, he is the image of God just as fully and completely 
as he is joined with the woman into one. 
This could be attributed to his experience as a Manichaean before his conversion to 
Christianity. The dualism of Manichaeism had first attracted him in his quest for an 
answer to the question, “From what cause do we do evil?” (Brown, 1967). Their belief of 
the absolute goodness of the soul trapped in what they considered the evil of the physical 
body was the answer he sought. According to Brown (1967), the good of the soul 
remained free of the baser nature of the body which would eventually be defeated and 
cast off when the soul was awakened. Until that time, the good soul remained untouched 
by the evil of the body (Brown, 1967).  Ruether (1992) suggests that this type of 
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good/evil, mind/body, male/female dualism eventually led to the gender, race, and class 
hierarchy that has persisted for millennia.  
Although Augustine later renounced Manichaeism, there appear to be remnants of 
its dualism in his early Christian teachings and writings when he wrote about the creation 
of male and female. As did Philo and Origen, the early Augustine held that at the 
creation, both male and female were united in one being, having the image of God in the 
soul but not in the physical body (Ruether, 2007). According to Ruether (2007), “Male 
and female originally meant the union of the mind and soul,” the intellect being the male, 
the higher self (sapientia) and the body being the female, the lower self (scientia) (p. 52); 
therefore, even in this concept of Paradise, the higher intellect (male) had complete 
control over the lower body (female). It was not until after the Fall that the two selves in 
one being were divided. Although Augustine never says that women lack intellect, the 
result of this division of the unified self gave the male the intellectual part of the soul and 
the female the sensual, thus creating sexual passion (in which the body acts apart from 
the will) as part of the punishment for sin (Pagels, 1988). When this separation occurred, 
the nature of the male and female remained the same, and the male (who contained both 
intellect and body) was set to rule over the female (who contained only the body on her 
own) (Ruether, 2007).  Thus the female body was condemned to be the source of 
temptation for the male and would forever entice him to act apart from his will.  
The later Augustine retreated from his early Manichaean-inspired view of creation 
and wrote that male and female were created separately and that sexual intercourse was 
part of God’s original design but that female subjugation was designed from the 
beginning as well (Ruether, 2007).  Børresen (1981) notes that Augustine believed that 
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female submission was a result of the order of creation but that domination was a result 
of the fall. She goes on to say that it was Augustine’s belief that the creation of the 
female of the species was only required for procreation and that it was for this that she 
was designated as man’s helper (Genesis 2:28). In any other aspect (friendship, work, 
conversation), another male would have been more appropriate. Many feminists argue 
that in his numerous writings on Genesis and the creation, Augustine maintains the 
concept of the superior male intellect and the inferior female. For example, in his 
explanation of the two separate but unified aspects of the human mind in De Trinitate, he 
compares the intellect and action to male and female when he writes: 
And so a certain part of our reason, not separated so as to sever unity, but, 
as it were, diverted so as to be a help to fellowship, is parted off for the 
performing of its proper work. And as the twain in one flesh in the case of 
male and female, so in the mind one nature embraces our intellect and 
action, or our counsel and performance, or our reason and rational 
appetite, or whatever other more significant terms there may be by which 
to express them; so that, as it was said of the former, ‘And they two shall 
be one in flesh,’ [Genesis 2:24] it may be said of these, they are two in one 
mind (12.3). 
Stark (2007) notes that in this comparison, Augustine’s argument for a unified mind 
comes very close to giving the female imago Dei (image of God) status equal with that of 
the male; however, she further observes that later in chapter 5 he writes that the portion 
of the unified mind which contains the image of God is that which contemplates eternal 
things (the male) and not that which dwells on the temporal (the female). 
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Defenders of Augustine believe that he resisted the norms of his culture and did 
much to elevate the status of women in the church by his teaching that women and men 
both belong to the category homo (human being) and were made in the image of God 
(Børresen, 1990; Matter, 2000; O’Meara, 1981; Truax, 1990). Elshtain (1981) refers to 
him as “one of the great undoers of Greek misogyny” (p. 73). Truax (1990) states that 
critics of the Bishop take his asceticism as a rejection of women in all contexts, and this, 
she argues, is not accurate and that those who see it thusly “equat[e] a woman’s humanity 
with her sexuality” (p. 279). She further notes that it was a common belief among the 
men of Augustine’s circle that celibacy was required in order to live the most perfect 
Christian life. Noted Augustine biographer Brown (1969) points out that even strict 
pagans at the time believed that sexual intercourse should be limited to procreation, so his 
stance was not radically out of line with the culture of the day.  
Scholars also point to Augustine’s positive relationships with the women in his 
life as contradictory of a hatred of the female sex. In comparison to the culture in which 
he lived, Matter (2000) reminds her readers that even some feminist scholars have 
defended Augustine because he supported the concept that women are equal with men 
before God. She also notes that Augustine was highly supportive of women and treated 
those in his life with great respect. Truax (1990) notes that, unlike some of his 
contemporaries, Augustine did not automatically blame a woman for the temptation she 
might prove to be to a man. She lists three different occasions in which he laid the 
responsibility for such temptation on the man who allowed himself to be tempted. She 
also points out that in The City of God he did not blame but defended the women who 
were raped in the sacking of Rome in 410 C.E.  
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When considering the passage from De Trinitate quoted above, van Bavel (1989) 
reminds his readers that Augustine was using figurative speech and that the female 
inferiority of which the Bishop spoke was social, not intellectual; furthermore, he notes 
that Augustine believed that domination of one human over another was not a result of 
creation but of sin (Epistolae ad Galatas expositio 28; de Genesi ad litteram VIII.23.44).  
Tertullian. The history of the Christian male/female relationship is traced to 
Paul's passage in Ephesians 5. In the writings of the earliest church fathers in the first 
century after Paul, there seems to be an emphasis on equality rather than a hierarchy 
within the marriage relationship and a concurrent opinion that can be interpreted as a 
misogynistic condemnation of woman as the original sinner. Tertullian, who lived and 
taught in the late second and early third century C.E., has been both praised and 
denounced for each of these views. In his Treatises on Marriage and Remarriage 
(Tertullian, 1951) he espouses a perspective of sexual equality when he writes: 
How beautiful, then, the marriage of two Christians, two who are one in 
hope, one in desire, one in the way of life they follow, one in the religion 
they practice. They are as brother and sister, both servants of the same 
Master. Nothing divides them, either in flesh or in spirit. They are, in very 
truth, two in one flesh; and where there is but one flesh there is also but 
one spirit. They pray together, they worship together; they fast together; 
instructing one another, encouraging one another, strengthening one 
another. Side by side they visit God's church and partake of God's 
Banquet; side by side they face difficulties and persecution, share their 
consolations. They have no secrets from one another; they never shun each 
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other's company; they never bring sorrow to each other's hearts. 
Unembarrassed they visit the sick and assist the needy (p. 35). 
In contrast to this apparently egalitarian view, in De Culta Feminarum (1.1) Tertullian 
wrote: 
And do you not know that you are (each) an Eve? The sentence of God on this sex 
of yours lives in this age: the guilt must of necessity live too. You are the devil's 
gateway: you are the unsealer of that (forbidden) tree: you are the first deserter of 
the divine law: you are she who persuaded him whom the devil was not valiant 
enough to attack. You destroyed so easily God's image, man. On account of your 
desert----that is, death----even the Son of God had to die. 
Based primarily on this passage, both secular and Christian feminists (de 
Beauvoir, 1953; Fiorenza, 1994; Pagels, 1992; Ruether, 1974; Turcan, 1990) have 
criticized Tertullian and his views on women. Fiorenza (1994) charges him with “a deep 
misogynist contempt and fear of women (p. 55). Turcan (1974) accuses him of taking 
every opportunity to show women as “vain, conceited, sensual, frivolous, avid and at the 
same time stupid and cunning” (p. 15). Though sympathetic to Jerome, Oppel (1993) 
labels Tertullian “the arch-misogynist” (p. 3). In De Virginibus Velandis (7), Tertullian 
referred back to the story from Genesis 6 and more particularly Enoch when he wrote that 
women should be veiled since it was because of women that the angels fell from heaven. 
Prusak (1974) points out that this is not solely to prevent a similar event; it is also a 
continual punishment for the original. 
Other scholars have argued against this anti-feminist view of Tertullian. Finlay 
(2003) points out that the object of blame for the fall of humankind depended on 
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Tertullian’s audience. For example, in his Treatises on Penance, he lays the blame for 
original sin squarely at the feet of his male audience. MacHaffie (1992) observes that in 
his On the Apparel of Women, he insists on modesty for both sexes and that he does not 
question women’s equal access to grace. Carnelley (1989) notes that his eschatological 
view shaped Tertullian’s theology and so also his view of life on earth. Since he believed 
that Christ’s second coming was imminent, the physical world and everything in it, 
including marriage and sexuality, were irrelevant. As Carnelley (1989) notes, “The 
desires of the flesh were to be subdued by the spirit” (p. 32).  
The Middle Ages and the Reformation  
Christianity in the Middle Ages was a medieval reinterpretation of both Aristotle, 
whose works had been recently translated into Latin from the Arabic, and the early 
church fathers. These interpretations have continued to influence the church and secular 
Western civilization to the present day (McLaughlin, 1974, p. 214). According to 
Klapisch-Zuper (1992), medieval men believed that women were incapable of controlling 
either themselves or their interactions with others and required men to “channel the 
intrinsic excesses of their ‘nature’” (p. 14). Bullough (1973) notes that many 20th century 
writers believe that the medieval clergy was the “key to modern Western misogyny” (p. 
485) whose attitudes towards women were at least in part due to their own and ancient 
prejudices. Many clerics were oblates who had little or no interaction with women, were 
almost as cloistered as monks, and knew of Woman only what they remembered of their 
mothers from childhood or in what they were taught by other men (Dalarun, 1992). It was 
clerics such as Peter Lombard and Thomas Aquinas, who studied and expanded on the 
works of Augustine and the newly translated writings of Aristotle who further cemented 
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the subservient place of women in Western culture. McLaughlin (1974) argues that it was 
through the influence of both New Testament and patristic writers that medieval 
theologians and scholars perpetuated the dualist androcentric philosophy of the Greeks 
where the male represented intellect and spirit and the female the body and sexuality. She 
goes on to write: 
Although the medieval centuries saw some amelioration of the patristic 
sexual pessimism in admitting a more positive view of Christian marriage, 
ultimately our medieval commentators deepened the androcentric and 
antifemale character of the tradition under the influence of a strongly 
patriarchal Germanic society and with  the scientific support of the wholly 
androcentric Aristotelian biology (p. 256).  
de Beauvoir (1953) accuses the church of treating women much the same as lepers but 
notes that in the Middle Ages there was some lessening of the patriarchal oppression of 
the early church, particularly when feudalism began to weaken. Poverty, she says, 
brought medieval women some element of equality in marriage that prosperity did not. 
Stone (1990) disagrees and says that the perfect Englishwomen in the Late Middle Ages 
and early Reformation was “weak, submissive, charitable, virtuous, modest,” that her 
duty in life was “the breeding and rearing of children,” and that she was “silent in the 
church and in the home, and was at all times submissive to men” (p. 138).  
Not all historians of the Middle Ages agree with this interpretation. Ozment 
(1983) states that the vital role women played in maintaining the medieval household 
actually reduced the antifeminism of the period. Examining the writings of Reformer 
Martin Bucer, Ozment claims that when Bucer compares husbands and wives to a 
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shepherd and sheep or a mirror and reflection that he is reminding both spouses of their 
obligations to one another and that he is not demeaning women. Hendrix (1995) argues 
that the church’s tradition of pure celibacy for the priesthood was unattainable for most 
men and resulted in their sexual vulnerability. 
While the church’s teachings and practices during the Middle Ages can be 
interpreted as a pendulum swing to right, the Protestant Reformation was its counter. The 
changes, which began with Martin Luther in 1517, brought an historical transformation to 
Europe and eventually to the entire western world. Although these changes also affected 
politics and economics, the most profound impacts were on the family (Bainton, 1971; 
Clark & Richardson, 1996). A paradigm shift in the church’s views of and opinions on 
marriage dramatically altered the lives of European women, but scholars differ on 
whether the changes were positive or negative (Clark & Richardson, 1996; Irwin, 1979; 
Lerner, 1993; Ozment, 1983; Stjerna, 2009; Stone, 1990). According to Ozment ((1983), 
the medieval church had continued to teach that “unmarried virgins and continent widows 
were always spiritually superior to wives and mothers, and marriage was a debased state 
in comparison to the life of the cloister” (p. 9) and that by extolling the lives of monks 
and nuns, the church had “demeaned marriage and family as an imperfect, second-class 
state” (p. 12).  
In contrast to the Roman church’s traditional view of celibacy and marriage, the 
leaders of the Reformation, particularly Martin Luther, argued that marriage was 
ordained and blessed by God and was not an inferior lifestyle choice (Bainton, 1971; 
Hendrix, 2004; Oberman, 2006; Wilson, 2007). Himself a former monk, Luther taught 
his followers that the day-to-day challenges confronted by married couples were as 
39 
 
 
 
difficult as anything celibate monks and nuns faced in the cloister. Douglass (1974) 
quotes Luther’s Enarrationes in Genesin: 
The legends or stories of the saints which we have in the papacy are not 
written according to the norm of Holy Scripture. For it is nothing to wear a 
hood, fast, or undertake other hard works of that sort in comparison to 
those troubles which family life brings, and the saints [the biblical 
patriarchs] bore them and lived in patience (p. 294). 
Douglass goes on to argue that this elevation of the state of marriage elevates the wife’s 
position within it. Although the fate of most women in the sixteenth-century included 
housekeeping and motherhood, Luther’s (1523) concept of a priesthood of all believers 
meant that all work had a spiritual calling, and this brought a perceived level of equality 
to males and females and to all vocations, including the homemaker (Stjerna, 2009). 
Though some scholars may doubt the extent to which this ideal translated into reality, 
Ozment (1983) argues that “it would defy experience to believe that an age that wrote 
and taught so much about companionable marriage and the sharing of domestic 
responsibility utterly failed to practice what it preached” (p. 55). 
While the esteem for women within marriage grew, there was reciprocal pressure 
on men to provide for their families physically, spiritually, and relationally. Bullough 
(1994) maintains that the restrictions caused by gender expectations and assumptions on 
women have been studied but that those put on men have often been overlooked and that 
this is applicable to men in the Reformation. As Hendrix (1995) notes, expectations for 
men as head of their families were high, and men were constantly bombarded from the 
pulpit with the Reformers’ high expectations of husbands, fathers, and providers. 
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Preachers like Veit Dietrich and Johann Bugenhagen had little sympathy for men who 
failed to find a way to support their families, even those men who had been monks or 
priests and learned no other profession and taught men that marital happiness was their 
burden as well (Hendrix, 1995). Deitrich (in Hendrix, 1995) believed that men had a slim 
chance of marital success. Marrying a good wife meant that he would mourn her at her 
death, while marrying a shrew meant he would “spen[d] the marriage wishing he were 
dead” (Hendrix, 1995).  
Another change that was brought about by the Reformers related to the elevation 
of marriage and particularly important to many women was the closing of most of the 
monasteries and convents in Europe. On the surface, this would seem to affect both men 
and women, and it did to a certain extent; however, when a man left the monastery, there 
was the possibility that he could continue his religious work as a pastor, preacher, or 
leader in the reformed church. For women, on the other hand, there was no religious 
option for them comparable to the one they had lived in the convent; therefore, Stjerna 
(2009) contends, the end of the monastic life effected men and women unequally. There 
were women who embraced the changes and reentered life outside the convent easily. 
Women who had been placed in convents not because of a heartfelt call but  because their 
families no longer wanted or could afford to be responsible for them responded to the 
Reformation's changes differently than those who freely chose to enter the convert and 
whose heart and soul had been committed to being the bride of Christ (Stjerna, 2009). For 
these nuns and lay sisters, the closing of the convents and the exaltation of marriage and 
family was a repudiation of the value of the life they had chosen (Stjerna, 2009; Wiesner, 
1989). The loss of the abbeys also eliminated the opportunity for female spiritual 
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leadership which was not replaced in Lutheran teaching (Clark & Richardson, 1996). 
Additionally, the Reformers abolished the veneration of the saints (male and female) and 
of praying to them, and this had another negative effect on the women who looked to 
Mary, St. Anne, and other female saints as a source of strength and as female examples of 
religious leadership (Wiesner, 1988). 
Thomas Aquinas. Like that of Augustine, the corpus of the work of Thomas 
Aquinas is immense and helped to mold the belief system of Western Christianity, second 
only in influence perhaps to the Bishop himself.  Unlike Augustine, however, Aquinas 
had no women who wielded great influence over his life, no mother who dominated his 
upbringing or shaped his values, and no wild experiences of youth that affected later 
relationships. Because he had little personal experience with women, his faith and 
Aristotle’s philosophy and biology had a greater influence on his thoughts concerning the 
female than first-hand knowledge (Popik, 1978). In her article comparing the views on 
the differences between male and female of Hildegard of Bingen and Thomas Aquinas, 
Allen (1987) attributes what she labels his sex polarity to both his immersion in the 
works of Aristotle and the fact that his education came solely from men. Ruether (1998) 
argues that, in comparison to Augustine, women were no more than a “theological 
abstraction” (p. 94) to the Angelic Doctor and that his teachings actually made the plight 
of women worse than those of Augustine (Ruether, 2008). Because of his reliance on 
Aristotle, modern feminists and others (Bloch, 1991; de Beauvoir, 1953; McLaughlin, 
1974) accuse Aquinas of perpetuating the Philosopher’s misogyny and androcentric 
biology. Specifically, in the Summa Theologica (ST) he repeats Aristotle’s claim that the 
female child is the result of a defect or an accident of conception (1.92.1). The only 
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explanation that he offers for the existence of the female sex is for reproduction. For any 
other activity, he claims, a man would be better off with another male for help or 
companionship. Furthermore, he states that the subordination of the female is inherent in 
the natural order of creation since man was created first; however, he believed that male 
dominance did not occur until after the fall and was one aspect of the curse on Eve. 
Some give Aquinas credit for softening some of what they perceive as the hard-
line misogyny of his predecessors in philosophy and the early church. McLaughlin 
(1974) admits that he supported the concept that male and female would be equally 
perfect in Paradise, a belief that was more progressive than that of Augustine who taught 
that souls were asexual. While Børreson (1981) reminds her readers of Aquinas’ 
dependence on the Aristotelian household code as well as Pauline doctrine in his teaching 
on domestic relationships (wife, children, and slaves all belong to the husband), she 
admits that Thomas places the wife on a different, less dependent, plane than either of the 
others. She goes on to say that the husband/wife relationship “has more the character of 
cooperation between partners and arises more properly from justice” (p. 258). Contrary to 
the interpretation of many feminists, Bullough (1973) argues that Aquinas did not believe 
that the female was misbegotten because she was part of God’s design although this did 
not make her man’s equal in either power or status. He quotes the Summa Theologica 
(ST, 1.92.2) to illustrate: 
For good order would have been wanting in the human family if some 
were not governed by others wiser than themselves. So by such a kind of 
subjection woman is naturally subject to man, because naturally in man 
the discretion of reason predominates. 
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Despite the negative feminist view of him, Clark and Richardson (1996) 
acknowledge that in the ST Aquinas states that the birth of a female child was not a 
mistake of nature and that if sin had not entered the world, parents would have been able 
to choose the sex of their child resulting in an approximately equal number of females 
and males (1.99.2). Clark and Richardson (1996) also observe that in reference to God 
Aquinas’ word choice is nonsexual (Being Itself, First Mover, Pure Act); however, they 
also point out that he fails to establish a theological foundation that is not biased in favor 
of men. 
Martin Luther. The Reformation brought important changes to the view of 
Christian marriage and generally gave greater freedom and equality to women, though 
these changes were not necessarily intended and only occurred over time (Douglass, 
1974).  The most significant change may have been the Protestant church’s views of 
celibacy and marriage. After over 1000 years of extolling virginity as the highest earthly 
plane of Christian existence, marriage was now praised as God’s intended state for 
humans from the creation (Douglass, 1974). Former Augustinian monk Martin Luther led 
the Reformation in Germany, and it was his teaching that has had perhaps more influence 
on Christian marriages since the 16th century than that of anyone else in history (Yalom, 
2001).  No longer were monks, priests, and nuns to be esteemed more highly than 
married men and women (Douglass, 1974; Ozment, 1983; Stjerna, 2009), and this was 
the one point on which all the leaders of the Reformation agreed (Wiesner, 1988). 
Opponents in the Catholic church, however, both his contemporaries and others more 
recent, were contemptuous in their response to Luther’s teachings. Denifle (in Oberman, 
2006) denounced the Reformer and accused him of basing his theology on his own lust. 
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With the rise in estimation of marriage, the role of women in the home and in 
childbearing was raised to a spiritual level (McLaughlin, 1976), and Luther viewed 
childbearing as one of woman’s greatest blessings, not the curse that earlier writers 
believed it to be (Douglass, 1974). Marriage, Luther taught, was a holy calling, and 
women's role in marriage was threefold: (a) being companions to men, (b) procreation, 
and (c) assisting men with their sexual needs (Stjerna, 2009).  
Whether it was “to spite the devil” (Smith & Jacobs, 1918), to cease his father’s 
incessant urging (Wilson, 2007), or to lead by example (Bainton, 1971), in June 1525, 
Luther married Katharine von Bora, a former nun whom he had helped to escape from the 
Cistercian convent of Marienthron in Nimbschen two years earlier (Stjerna, 2009). 
Katharine, whom Luther called Kate or Katie, became the model of the Protestant 
clergyman’s wife, and the stories of her life as the mistress of Luther’s home, the Black 
Cloister in Wittenberg, offer stark contrast to Wiesner’s (1988) description of the 
Protestant reformers’ “chaste, silent, and obedient” ideal housewife (p. 153). Her 
detractors believed that she held too much influence over the Doctor and described her as 
a “proud, strong-willed, sharp-tongued, overly frugal housewife” (Stjerna, 2009, p. 63). 
Luther himself had at first reprimanded her for what he perceived to be arrogance, but 
later he appreciated it as the ability to “think, act, and make decisions independently” 
(Oberman, 2006, 279).  
Fellow Reformer Erasmus Alber believed that by honoring and elevating marriage 
Luther had in fact saved men (Hendrix, 1995). Pre-Reformation men who chose the life 
of the priesthood, Alber said, were made sexually vulnerable by the church’s tradition of 
clerical celibacy, and this vulnerability made them the target of Satan’s campaign against 
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chastity. Hendrix (1995) claims that the Reformers believed that all men, not just monks 
and priests, were vulnerable to sexual sin, so marriage was prescribed as the preventative 
measure. Furthermore, for perhaps the first time in Christian history, the reformers held 
men responsible for their own sexual sins rather than blaming women as temptresses and 
harlots (Hendrix, 1995); however, the conviction that the blessing of marriage would save 
male clergy from the sin of fornication did not address how it would also affect the many 
female religious whose life choices were nullified by the closing of the convents (Davis, 
1975). 
In his sanctification of marriage, Luther defended women against those who in his 
time and in antiquity viewed them despairingly. This higher opinion of women was more 
evident in Luther’s later writing than that of the younger Luther (Mattox, 2003). Tuana 
(1993) notes that Luther was one of the first Christian theologians to promote the theory 
of different but equal, or sex complementarity. He believed God had designed the male 
and female for specific roles within the family and that by institutionalizing celibacy, the 
Roman church was implying that priests were “not men in need of a female complement” 
(Boyd, 1996, p. 21).  
In Enarrationes in Genesin, Luther stressed that woman’s intellectual capacity, 
her knowledge of God, and her participation in the imago Dei was the same as man’s 
(Mattox, 2003). This higher opinion had its limits, however, for although he rejected 
blatant misogyny, he maintained the dualistic view from antiquity of the creation as 
universally male and female, a view in which the male is higher and stronger and the 
female is lower and weaker (Karant-Nunn, 2008), and although a woman is not 
subjugated to her husband, she should defer to him (Elshtain, 1981). Like other 
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theologians, he uses Eve as the basis for his argument. Satan did not approach Adam 
because he knew that the man would have turned away from temptation due to his 
“firmer will and more rational nature,” but without her husband, woman is not strong 
enough to stand against Satan (Boyd, 1996, p. 21). Luther believed that the male 
possesses "a certain independence and autonomy" that is lacking in the female (p. 26). 
She is, therefore, dependent on him in a way that he is not dependent on her, and Luther 
sees this as being more like God. This is similar to Augustine's view that man was more 
the image of God than was woman. 
In contrast to Luther’s many supporters, modern Christian and secular feminists 
do not believe that Luther’s theology made any significant positive change to the lives of 
women either in the sixteenth century or today (Johnson, 1992). Wiesner-Hanks (2005) 
suggests that his breaking away from the papacy and all the important religious rituals of 
the Roman church was easier than changing traditional gender roles and sexual 
expectations, and Karant-Nunn (1982) insists that Reformation theology gave women no 
higher social status than Catholicism had done. His emphasis on marriage removed the 
possibility of life in the cloister, leaving many women unmarried and without the 
prospect of marriage while also prompting suspicion of these unmarried women (single, 
divorced, or widowed) because of the traditional belief that they would tempt men to 
commit adultery (Stjerna, 2009; Wiesner-Hanks, 2005). 
Although Luther and other Reformers believed that by closing the nunneries, 
women were being liberated from "sexual repression, cultural deprivation, and clerical 
(male) domination" (Ozment, 1983, p. 1), many believed that this deprived women of a 
significant source of personal and spiritual power that had no equal outside of the Roman 
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church (Clark & Richardson, 1996). The loss of the monastic option robbed women of 
their one opportunity to experience leadership and to live a life independent of men 
(Karant-Nunn, 2008). 
The Church in America 
Early America. Women in the earliest history of European settlers in America 
was a study in contradiction (Ulrich, 1991). Puritanism maintained the Reformation idea 
of a priesthood of all believers and this included women, who were allowed to hold 
church membership (Bendroth, 1981); however, it also held to the traditional view that 
women were inferior to men (Bendroth, 1981). Ulrich (1991) lists the roles of women as 
that of housewife, deputy husband, consort, mother, mistress, neighbor, Christian, and 
heroine (pp. 9-10). She notes, however, that “none of these roles existed in isolation. 
Each must be studied not only in relation to the others but within the detailed context of 
ordinary life in a particular place and time” (p. 10). While the general idea of early 
colonial life for women often includes female subjection under strict New England 
Puritanism, Ulrich claims that reality often came close to equality. Although Dale (1997) 
agrees that the place of women in Puritan New England was not always that of 
subservience, she examines the writing of William Gouge which seem to clearly indicate 
that he believed in an Aristotelian-type hierarchy within the household that mirrored that 
of the body, the church and the commonwealth. In comparing marriage to the body, 
Gouge believed that the man was the head and the woman was the body; therefore, the 
marriage was male and was synonymous with the husband (Dale, 1997). In comparing 
the marital relationship to that of Christ and the church, Gouge believed it was 
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inconceivable that a husband would naturally love his wife. Rather, he had 
to learn to do so, as Christ loved the church even though it was unworthy 
and imperfect. And that meant that he would have to change her, for just 
as Christ made the church lovable, the husband had to make his wife 
lovable even though she was unworthy of his love. And that meant he had 
to instruct her and correct her, though he could not do so physically (Dale, 
1997, pp. 231-232). 
In his Apologie of the Churches of New England, Richard Mather (in Dale, 1997), 
the spiritual founder of the Massachusetts Bay colony, wrote that marriage was a 
covenant of voluntariness not of hierarchy, and as with any voluntary covenant, it had to 
reflect the values of liberty, freedom, and equality. He illustrated it by comparing 
relationships based on nature and those based on conquest. The relationship of parent to 
child, he argued, is similar to one of conquest. This type of relationship involved an 
absence of choice and an imbalance of power; the marriage relationship, however, was 
one of nature and was necessarily between equals. 
Much of the history of the United States is that of the male founders, but there 
were a number of women whose names are also remembered for their contribution to our 
story. Anne Hutchinson is perhaps the earliest influential female figure in American 
history. Although none of her own writings exist, the story of her trial, her passionate 
response to the charges against her, and her subsequent excommunication by the 
Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1638 have led to her being considered a “proto-feminist” 
(Bendroth, 1981) and an “icon of feminism (LaPlante, 2005) by some while others have 
argued that the resistance she faced was more focused on her Antinomian theology than 
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on her usurpation of any male authority (Bendroth, 1981). It was Hutchinson’s claims to 
have received direct revelation from God that was perceived as a threat to the stability of 
the community, not necessarily that she was an opinionated, out-spoken woman 
(Boorstin, 1958; Dale, 1997). Others argue that her staunch defense of herself and her 
beliefs were as much to blame as her theology. Hutchinson’s contemporary, Hugh Peters, 
said that she preferred to be “a husband [rather] than a wife,…a preacher than a hearer, 
and a magistrate than a subject” (Hall, 1990), indicating that to him, at least in part, it was 
Hutchinson’s audacity in stepping out of her rightful place that was the cause of the 
controversy (Dale, 1997).  
The Church in America. The Women’s Movement in America was still in its 
infancy at the turn of the 20th century, but it was already making its mark on the 
American church. Many feminists blamed the Western church for the oppression of 
women throughout history, and many in feminism’s second wave left the church entirely. 
Referring to the effect on women of traditional doctrinal positions, Morgan (as cited in 
Hunt, 2004) expressed the general feeling: “Of course feminists shy away from religion. 
There is blood on the cathedral steps” (p. 3). 
Ziegler (2000) claims that the rise of fundamentalism in the American church was 
“inextricably tied to men’s anxieties about retaining their dominant status over women (p. 
vii). Fundamentalism, she asserts, was at its core about power, specifically power that 
allowed men to retain their power over women in the home, in the church, and in society 
at large. Bendroth (1993) states that although fundamentalist Christianity in America was 
not inherently antifeminist, it was the message of the revivalists within the movement that 
created “the masculine persona that would later become a distinguishing feature of 
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fundamentalism (p. 14). Both Bendroth (1993) and DeBerg (2000) believe that it was the 
evolution of gender roles resulting from the changes brought about by the Industrial 
Revolution that created the environment that gave birth to the American fundamentalist 
movement which sought to insulate Christians from changes occurring in the outside 
world. Much of the impetus for fundamentalism was the severe lack of pious men in the 
American church, and it was the goal of the revivalists to bring men back to the faith and 
take up leadership roles within the church (Bendroth, 1993; DeBerg, 2000). The 
revivalist movement of the mid-19th century had encouraged the abolitionist and 
temperance movements and in doing so had given women a voice in spiritual and social 
matters (Bendroth, 1993) and produced leaders of the burgeoning women’s movement 
such as Lucretia Mott, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, and Susan B. Anthony. Although the 
revivalists often relegated women to secondary roles in their quest to bring men back to 
the church, most did not promote the concept of antifeminism (Bendroth, 1993). There 
were other who did, however, and it was those who viewed women as a threat to 
doctrinal purity and order that led the charge to silence and subordinate the very women 
who supported the movement.  
Opposition from the church to the women’s movement came from women as well 
as men. This is not surprising since those throughout history who have sought to advance 
the cause of women have faced resistance from others of their own sex. In the late 19th 
century, Susan B. Anthony, Elizabeth Cady Stanton, and those who fought beside them to 
bring the vote to women were opposed by women who did not want the vote and 
considered the possibility an oppression that would take attention away from their role in 
the home (Sherr, 1995). Ehrenreich (1987) believed that women who opposed and even 
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celebrated the defeat of the Equal Rights Amendment in 1982 and fought against abortion 
did so out of fear for their precarious sense of security within the family. In his discussion 
of antifeminism and religious culture, Himmelstein (1986) disagreed and instead said that 
such opposition was the result of “different cultural assumptions about the importance of 
family and the networks of relationships that develop in the private sphere to the 
happiness and safety of women” (p. 2). Peek, Lowe, and Williams (1991) found that 
20th-century Christians’ commitment to gender traditionalism was itself gendered. Men’s 
adherence was dependent on their denominational identification while women’s 
adherence was linked to their belief in the inerrancy of scripture.  In their study that 
modeled and expanded Peek, Lowe, and Williams, Hoffman and Bartkowski (2008) 
found the belief that the Bible is the literal word of God was more prominent among 
Protestant women than men.  
In discussing American Evangelical Christians, Schearing and Ziegler (2013) 
state that the centerpiece of evangelical theology is the hierarchal order of creation with 
man as the initiator or the head and woman as the “passive recipient of his authority” (p. 
3). They go on to say that “[t]he single most important aspect of this hierarchy is that 
woman is a secondary creation designed to complement the man as his helper” (p. 4). 
Previous research on marital satisfaction 
Beginning in the last century, much research was done on the dynamics of 
interpersonal relationships. Much of this research in the latter half of the century was 
done on marriage and marital satisfaction, and several popular research measures 
emerged. Locke and Wallace’s (1959)  Marital Adjustment Test was an attempt to 
develop a marital adjustment and prediction test that was as reliable and valid as the 
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much longer tests (ranging from 26 to 246 questions) that existed at the time. The authors 
took the adjustment and prediction items from previous studies which “(1) had the 
highest level of discrimination, (2) did not duplicate other included items, and (3) would 
cover the important areas of marital adjustment and prediction as judged by the authors” 
(Locke & Wallace, 1959, p. 252). The result was a test with 15 questions on adjustment 
and 35 on prediction, much shorter than previous tests. Although this was a meta-
analysis, it was found to be both reliable and valid in discriminating well-adjusted and 
maladjusted married couples, so the shorter test they developed became one of the most 
popular on marital satisfaction (Clements, Stanley, & Markham, 2004; Edmonds, 1967; 
Fowers, 1990; Freestone & Plechaty, 1997; Hendrick, 1988). The questions were a 
“limited number of the most significant items” from previous studies (Locke & Wallace, 
1959, p. 251). Each question was weighted with a possible outcome on marital 
adjustment ranging from 2-158. The weights “maximize[d] the discriminative power of 
the scale items…according to the amount of difference between the percentages from 
each group answering each alternative” (Hunt, 1978, p. 249).  The possible outcome on 
prediction was 0-532 for men and 0-502 for women. There were only two questions 
concerning religion or religious background, and these were in the prediction section. 
Locke and Wallace defined marital adjustment as “accommodation of a husband and 
wife to each other at a given time” (p. 251) and prediction as “the likelihood of 
adjustment as a future time” (p. 251), but no question specifically addressed 
accommodation or submission.  
In his article criticizing the weighed scales used by Locke and Wallace (1959) and 
other researchers, Edmonds (1967) argued that tests on marital adjustment that are based 
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solely on self-reported data are unreliable because the information concerns “highly ego-
involved and socially valued areas of life” (p. 681). Marital interaction more than any 
other aspect of life, Edmonds insists, is an area where conventionalization (Waller & Hill, 
1951) easily contaminates participants’ responses to survey questions. Adjusting Waller 
and Hill’s (1951) definition, Edmonds defines conventionalization as “the extent to which 
the appraisal of a phenomenon is distorted in the direction of social desirability” (p. 682) 
and describes it as the “tendency to act as if something is the case with little or no 
concern as to whether it is the case” (p. 681, emphasis in original). The distortion, he 
believes, is not a deliberate attempt to deceive but is unconscious and unintended and the 
result of social expectations and the heavy involvement of the ego in such a personal 
matter. As an example he uses Locke and Wallace’s (1959) first marital-adjustment item 
which asks respondents to classify their state of marital happiness. The scale ranges from 
“Very Unhappy” (0 points) to “Perfectly Happy” (35 points) with the midpoint “Happy” 
listed as the “the degree of happiness which most people get from marriage” (Locke & 
Wallace, 1959, p. 252). Edmonds argues that the state of perfect happiness is impossibly 
good and that no honest or critically thinking person would rate their marriage thus; 
however, the score of 35 is approximately 25% of the mean score for Locke and 
Wallace’s well-adjusted group of couples, so a participant who rated themselves less than 
perfectly happy lowered their overall score of marital adjustment (Edmonds, 1967).  
Despite Edmonds’ criticism, over the past 55 years hundreds of researchers have 
utilized the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale (LWMAS) as the foundation for 
their own studies (Fowers, 1990). Clements, Stanley, and Markham (2004) conducted a 
10-year study to test the predictability of marriage happiness and stability based on 
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premarital assessment. They found that premarital interaction variables, including 
conflict management skills, can be used to predict either whether a couple will be happily 
married, married but in distress, or divorced after ten year.  
Previous research on faith and conflict resolution in marriage 
Previous research on faith and conflict resolution in marriage includes studies on 
forgiveness (Fincham, Beach, & Davila, 2004; Fincham, Beach, & Davila, 2007), on the 
influence of religion on couples in conflict (Lambert & Dollahite, 2006), and on prayer as 
conflict resolution (Butler, Gardner, & Bird, 1998; Butler, Stout, & Gardner, 2002). No 
previous research was found that compared Pruitt et al.’s (2003) conflict modes with 
marital happiness level.  
Submission and spousal abuse 
 An important area of the existing literature on biblical submission centers on 
domestic violence within the Christian community (Andersen, 2007; Kroeger, 1995; 
Nash, 2006; Nash & Hesterberg, 2009; Skiff, 2009; Stotland, 2000; Whipple, 1987). 
Stotland (2000) illustrates how some men misuse biblical teaching to justify their abuse 
of their wives. Ellison and Anderson (2002) looked at domestic violence and frequency 
of attendance at religious services. Using data from the first wave of National Survey on 
Families and Households (NSFH-1), they found an inverse relationship between 
attendance frequency and domestic violence.  Brown and Parker (1995) claim that 
Christianity is the “primary force” in women’s willingness to accept abuse (p. 37). While 
there are undoubtedly men who use a misguided theology to batter their wives into a 
form of submission, and while some women may perceive receiving this type of abuse as 
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acceptable, this study will focus not on spousal abuse but on the conflict modes utilized 
by women within the Christian marriage relationship.  
Submission and Christian feminism 
A related area of the literature that addresses biblical submission is Christian 
feminist theology. While maintaining their claim to Christianity, early feminists Elizabeth 
Cady Stanton and Matilda Joslyn Gage began to question the accepted interpretation of 
the biblical texts in the late nineteenth century. Gage’s (1893) dedication reads, 
“Dedicated to all Christian women and men, of whatever creed or name who, bound by 
Church or State, have not dared to Think for Themselves.” In her groundbreaking book 
Women, Church and State, Gage (1893) condemns the patriarchal system she blames for 
the oppression of women. She later criticizes the Reverend William John Knox-Little’s 
“Sermon to Women” in which he equates submission with subordination (p. 494).  In the 
introduction to The Women’s Bible, Stanton (1895) wrote, “Marriage for [woman] was to 
be a condition of bondage, maternity a period of suffering and anguish, and in silence and 
subjection, she was to play the role of a dependent on man's bounty for all her material 
wants.”  
Modern Christian feminists have continued to challenge classic interpretation of 
scripture where it concerns the role of women in the family and in the church. Fiorenza 
(1995) states that the Bible has been used as a weapon against women as they “struggle 
for self-identity, survival and liberation in a patriarchal society and church” (p. x). She 
argues that Jesus’ call to subservience is to those who are in power, not the weak, and 
that his claim that “the last shall be first” is a call to equality (p. 81-82). Ruether (in 
Loades, 1990) posits that traditional Christian patriarchy is “unjust and evil” (p. 146) and 
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calls for Christology to be liberated from patriarchy. Hunt (2004) blames organized 
religion for its part in perpetuating the second-class status of women and for its being an 
obstacle to women who fought for equal rights. 
Submission as accommodation/avoidance in conflict 
As seen above, while the literature has covered biblical submission as it relates to 
domestic abuse and Christian feminism, there does not appear to be previous research on 
the correlation of a reliance on the low-self conflict modes of accommodation or 
avoidance (Pruitt, et al., 2003) as an interpretation of biblical submission and perceived 
happiness within a Christian marriage. There also does not appear to be research 
comparing the conflict modes of Christian women of various age/political/geographic 
groups. My study will fill this gap in the literature. 
Hypotheses 
Based on the review of the literature, this study had one central hypothesis and 
four sub-hypotheses.   
Central hypothesis: If a Christian woman reports a high reliance on the conflict modes 
of avoidance and accommodation based on that interpretation of biblical 
submission, then she will have a lower degree of marital happiness than a women 
who chooses one of the other conflict modes.   
Sub hypothesis #1: If a woman is over the age of 50, then she will have a higher 
perceived level of personal submission within her marital relationship than will a 
woman younger than age 50. 
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Sub hypothesis #2: If a person has a lower level of education, then s/he will interpret 
biblical submission as avoidance and/or accommodation more often than will a 
person who is more educated. 
Sub hypothesis #3: If a person is more politically conservative, then s/he will interpret 
biblical submission as avoidance and/or accommodation more often than will a 
person who is more politically liberal. 
Sub hypothesis #4: If a person as a more positive view of feminism, then s/he is less 
likely to define biblical submission as avoidance and/or accommodation than a 
person who has a negative view of feminism. 
Sub hypothesis #5: If a person lives in a less populated area (rural location or small 
town), then s/he will interpret biblical submission as avoidance and/or 
accommodation more often than will a person who lives in a large urban or 
suburban area. 
Theoretical Framework  
Introduction. In this section I will discuss the theoretical framework for my 
study. First I will examine the concept of submission through feminist theory. I will then 
look at the biblical concept in light of three separate theories from social psychology: 
Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger, 1957), Social Exchange Theory (Thibaut & 
Kelley, 1959), and Narrative Paradigm Theory (Fisher, 1984, 1989). I will then examine 
submission using the tenets of Structural Role Theory (Linton, 1936; Stryker, 1968; 
Turner, 1962). Finally, I will discuss submission in the Christian marriage relationship 
through the lens of Interpersonal Conflict Theory. Feminist theory (Bem, 1994; de 
Beauvoir, 1989) sees submission as a demonstration of the patriarchal oppression of 
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women. Examined through the lens of Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger, 1957), 
women desire freedom and independence but will accept dominance by men in exchange 
for love, security, family, etc., or something else positive that they believe reduces the 
dissonance of the two realities. Social Exchange Theory (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) 
explains submission in marriage as part of the cost of the relationship for women and 
domination as part of the reward for men. When assessed with the tenets of Narrative 
Paradigm Theory (Fisher, 1984, 1989), submission is an essential aspect of the narrative 
of Christianity and the Christian husband/wife relationship. Using Structural Role Theory 
(Linton, 1936; Stryker, 1968; Turner, 1962), submission is an expected behavior and thus 
an element of the role of the Christian wife. Finally, Interpersonal Conflict Theory as 
illustrated by Pruitt et al.’s (2003) Dual Concern Model demonstrates that the 
accommodating submissive wife makes decisions based on a low regard for herself or her 
own needs and a high regard for her husband or his needs. 
Feminist Theory. Feminism and feminist theory are based on the concept that 
sex is the source of all oppression (Bunch, p. 84). In her introduction to The Second Sex, 
de Beauvoir (1989) states that woman is the Other while the male is “the One, the 
standard to which humanity is held” (p. xxii). “Otherness,” she says, “is a fundamental 
category of human thought” (p. xxiii). Patriarchy is the result of the male being the 
standard for society and for humanity itself, and feminists claim that the church’s 
oppression of women is directly responsible for the subordinated place and 
marginalization of women in Western culture (Fiorenza, 1995). The Judeo-Christian 
tradition validates patriarchy (Daly, 1999) and continues to perpetuate the oppression of 
women (Bem, 1994). Three important tenets of feminist theory are the historical and 
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ongoing oppression of women in their personal relationships with men, the patriarchal 
history of all known cultures, and the dominance of the male in all social institutions. 
Many early feminists including Frances Wright, Matilda Joslyn Gage (1893), and 
Elizabeth Cady Stanton (1895) believed that religion, particularly Christianity, provided 
the foundation for the patriarchy and was the primary cause of the oppression of women.  
Bem (1994) describes three lenses through which we “perceive, conceive, and 
discuss social reality” (p. 2). These lenses are androcentrism, gender polarization, and 
biological essentialism. Androcentrism is 
the privileging of male experience and the ‘otherizing’ of female 
experience; that is, males and the male experience are treated as a neutral 
standard or norm for the culture or the species as a whole, and females and 
the female experience are treated as a sex-specific deviation from that 
allegedly universal standard. (Bem, 1994, p. 41).  
The church has historically viewed the male as the standard, created first, the source of 
reason, and the seat of the spirit, beginning with Augustine and proceeding through the 
last two millennia. Ruether (1985) notes that the concept of Logos (John 1) should have 
“pointed all humans to the foundation of their true humanity”; however, the Greek and 
Hellenistic Jewish culture in which Christianity began gave both the terms Logos and 
Christ an androcentric bias (p. 325). Because Logos was understood to relate to the 
rational part of the human soul and because rationality was assumed to be normatively 
male, “all the theological reference points for defining Christ were defined 
androcentrically” (Ruether, 1985, p. 325).  
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The key Pauline scripture reference for wifely submission is Ephesians 
5:22-24: 
Wives, submit yourselves to your own husbands as you do to the Lord. 
For the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church, 
his body, of which he is the Savior. Now as the church submits to Christ, 
so also wives should submit to their husbands in everything. 
The concept of man as head and woman as subordinate body exemplifies Bem’s 
(1994) definition of androcentrism, privileging the male over the female in the 
marriage relationship. Paul’s command for wives to submit to their husbands 
further elevates the husband’s position and otherizes the wife.  
Bem (1994) defines gender polarization as the “ubiquitous organization of social 
life around the distinction between male and female” (p. 80). She also notes that it uses 
mutually exclusive scripts for men and women and that those who deviate from these 
scripts in the religious realm are labeled as immoral (p. 81). Traditional Christianity 
teaches that the wife’s role is to be submissive to her husband (Ephesians 5:22; 
Colossians 3:18; 1 Peter 3:1-6), that women should be “busy at home” (Titus 2:4-5), and 
that they should be silent in the church (1 Corinthians 14:34). Men, on the other hand, are 
the head of the wife (Ephesians 5:23), rule over the wife (Genesis 3:16), and are the 
providers for the family (Genesis 3:17-19; Wright, 2006). Christian apologists who 
promote distinct roles for husband and wife refer to the concept as gender traditionalism 
(Bartkowski & Hempel, 2009) or sex complementarity (Grudem, 2006; Padgett, 2011; 
Piper, 2006), a view also labeled different but equal. These differences in roles were 
established by God at the creation (Schüngel-Straumann, 2014; Grudem, 2006; Karant-
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Nunn, 2008; Knight, 2006; Rist, 1994). This belief was established in the ancient world 
and continued through the establishment of Christianity in the first century where the 
behavior of individual members of the Christian household in the Hellenistic culture 
reflected on the honor of the household itself (LaFosse, 2013).  
The dichotomy of marital roles in the Christian marriage as encouraged by Paul in 
Ephesians was essential to the subjugation of women by the church and was a key point 
in the rise of American fundamentalism in the late 19th and early 20th centuries (DeBerg, 
2000). Even in the 21st century, it continues to be upheld as the appropriate structure for 
Christian husbands and wives (Baker, Bartkowski & Hempel, 2009; Gallagher & Smith, 
1999: Sanchez, Nock, & Wright, 2008; Piper, 2006). Wright (2006) states that separate 
roles for husband and wife were a “creation mandate” (p. 349) and that the curse in 
Genesis 3 further emphasized the responsibilities of each and “in doing so indicates the 
particular role that He [God] has determined each is to fulfill” (p. 347).  
Bem’s (1994) third lens through which we perceive reality is biological 
essentialism, the belief that differences in women and men are “the natural and inevitable 
consequences of [their] intrinsic biological natures” and are not the result of social 
construction (p. 2). de Beauvoir (1953) claims that it is a woman’s biology that 
“imprison[s] her in her subjectivity” (p. xxi). Firestone (1970) believed that prior to the 
advent of modern birth control women were “at the continual mercy of their biology,” 
which includes pregnancy, childbirth and the nursing of infants (p. 9). That biological 
essentialism was an accepted belief of the church is evident from the earliest Christian 
writing. Augustine held to the ancient principle of male as the intellect, the reason of 
humanity and female as the body, the emotion (Rist, 1994). Thomas Aquinas taught that 
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it was Eve’s fundamental “fragility of mind and will” that was the cause of the Fall 
(Clark & Richardson, 1983). Though Martin Luther taught that male and female share in 
God’s glory, he also believed that women are inherently inferior to men in nature and 
function (Karant-Nunn, 2008).  
Modern Christians, particularly conservative American Protestants, 
continue to promote and teach the concept of biological essentialism. Bartkowski 
and Hempel (2009) found that conservative Protestant women who identify 
strongly with their specific denomination and had strong theological convictions 
(Bible as the inerrant Word of God, Jesus Christ as savior, etc.) held to the 
concept of gender traditionalism even more strongly than conservative Protestant 
men. Gallagher and Smith (1999) reported that although many younger 
Evangelicals in the late 20th century no longer held to the traditional belief of 
male as the only or principle breadwinner, they continue to hold to the conviction 
of the husband as the spiritual leader and the protector of the family. 
Three Social Psychology Theories 
Cognitive Dissonance Theory. The theory of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 
1957) postulates that human beings desire consistency within themselves. Dissonance, 
Festinger’s term for inconsistency, is uncomfortable, and people will seek to reduce the 
dissonance and attempt to attain consonance, Festinger’s term for consistency. Since it is 
unavoidable, when faced with dissonance, a person will vigorously try to avoid both 
situations and information that will further increase it (Festinger, 1957). The greater the 
magnitude of the dissonance, the greater the internal pressure is to reduce it (Harmon-
Jones & Mills, 1999). In order to reduce dissonance, one must increase the number of 
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consonant cognitions, decrease the number of dissonant cognitions, decrease the 
importance of the dissonant cognitions, or increase the importance of the consonant 
cognitions (Harmon-Jones & Mills, 1999). A cognition, according to Festinger, is “any 
knowledge, opinion, or belief about the environment, about oneself, or about one’s 
behavior” (p. 3).  
To illustrate his concept, Festinger (1957) used the example of a smoker who 
learns that smoking is harmful. The knowledge leads to a dissonance between that 
knowledge and his enjoyment of smoking, so he is compelled to decrease the dissonance. 
He can 1) change his behavior and stop smoking so that his actions are in consonance 
with his cognition, or 2) change his cognition so that it is in consonance with his actions. 
If he does not have the desire or the willpower to quit, he might attempt to achieve 
consonance by choosing to disbelieve the facts on smoking and health risks, or he could 
focus on the good he believes that smoking does him, his enjoyment of the habit, or the 
friends who share his addiction, etc. If successful, either changing his behavior or 
ignoring the information would serve to decrease the dissonance he feels; however, either 
might also fail, leaving or even increasing the level of dissonance.  
Using Festinger’s (1957) smoking example as a template, cognitive dissonance 
theory can be utilized to analyze the dominant male/submissive female dynamic. From 
the Christian wife’s perspective, she may have been raised to believe that the husband is 
the head of the home and that she should acquiesce to his needs and opinions. When a 
conflict between them occurs in which she must choose between subordinating herself to 
him or meeting her own needs, dissonance is the result, and she must try to reduce it with 
at least one of the methods described. Much like the smoker who chooses to quit 
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smoking, she could choose to accommodate his opinions/demands/wishes in order to 
make her actions match her traditional values. She could also choose to ignore the values 
and assert herself so that her own needs are addressed. Again, much like the smoker in 
Festinger’s example, either choice could fail. Since this would increase dissonance, it is 
possible that acquiescing to his demands is the more certain way to increase consonance. 
Social Exchange Theory. Thibaut and Kelley’s (1959) theory of social exchange 
(SET) is based on the economic concept of rewards and cost and on behaviorist 
psychology’s theory of reward and punishment; i.e., we choose to engage in relationships 
that we feel will be rewarding to us (Stafford, 2015). There are three important factors in 
SET. The first is the concept of personal choice (Chibucos & Leite, 2005; Molm, 1990). 
Chibucos and Leite (2005) state that the foundational tenet of SET is that “humans in 
social situations choose behaviors that maximize their likelihood of meeting self-interests 
in those situations” (p. 137). Thibaut and Kelley (1959) state that an important element 
influencing a person’s decision to remain in or opt out of a relationship is comparison 
level (CL). This level is defined as a “modal or average value of all the outcomes known 
to the person (by virtue of personal or vicarious experience), each outcome weighted by 
its salience (or the degree to which it is instigated for the person at the moment)” 
(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959, p. 81). Simplified, the more satisfactory a person’s personal or 
vicarious experience, the higher her CL and the less content she will be in less-than-
satisfactory relationships.  
Reciprocity is the second essential factor in SET. Actors in an exchange are most 
content when they feel that what they are giving in a relationship is approximately equal 
to what they are receiving (Homans, 1961). Although, in reality, exchanged transactions 
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in relationships are rarely equal (Chibucos & Leite, 2005), it is with the expectation of 
reciprocity that most interactions are initiated (Molm, 1997). According to Molm (1997), 
the transactions between parties may be either negotiated or reciprocal. Negotiated 
transactions are made jointly with both parties participating openly in the exchange. 
Reciprocal transactions are made independently with the party having no knowledge of 
when or even if the action will be returned. With reciprocal transactions, an actor in an 
exchange could provide value to the other without ever receiving anything in return other 
than an investment in the relationship; it is also possible that s/he could take all that the 
other gives without giving anything back (Molm, 1997). This type of transaction is 
usually seen only in personal relationships and distinguishes economic exchange from 
social exchange.  
Power is the third important component of relationships in SET. It is the same 
mutual dependence of those within an ongoing personal relationship that provides the 
framework for social exchange that also creates the framework for power and the 
possible abuse of power (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Although each party involved 
provides needed or valued benefits to the other (Molm, 1990), the individual with greater 
power possesses more currency to exchange. Power can also be tied to least interest; i.e., 
the person whose basic needs have the weakest tie to the relationship has less to gain 
from the social exchange and therefore the greater power (Chibucos & Leite, 2005).  
In light of SET, the Christian marriage relationship exemplifies the concept of 
mutual dependency and social exchange with both partners bringing important value to 
the relationship. In a traditional Christian marriage, the husband provides economic 
stability, protection, and leadership while the wife offers her homemaking ability, the 
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nurturing of children, and support for his leadership. In a healthy relationship, each 
partner provides transactions on a reciprocal basis as an investment in the marriage 
(Molm, 1997). What is acceptable as exchange depends on the individuals. Some women 
may be content with a less-than-happy marriage in exchange for financial security. 
Happiness within the marriage will be affected by each partner’s CL. If during the course 
of the marriage either one feels that the relationship fails to live up to what s/he believes 
to be a pleasing arrangement, the marriage itself could be at risk.  
The dynamic of power within the Christian marriage relationship is another 
element of social exchange. Traditionally, the husband is designated the head of the home 
with the authority to be the final decision maker when necessary. This has customarily 
given him more power in the family, particularly given the curse in Genesis 3. This 
imbalance of power has also led to spousal abuse in many cases (Stotland, 2000). When 
conflict arises, it is possible that the wife who believes that her husband should always 
have the final say based solely on his biology as a male will likely accommodate his 
wishes in the hope that he will reciprocate her action with something she values, thus 
both partners attempt to gain the most for themselves rather than negotiate what is best 
for the relationship, a type of zero-sum thinking that is secular rather than Christian 
(Balswick & Balswick, 2005). 
Narrative Paradigm Theory. In his explanation of Narrative Paradigm Theory, 
Fisher (1984) maintains that human beings are principally story-telling creatures that 
communicate primarily through narratives rather than logical rationalization. His theory 
has five basic tenets. The first is that, as stated, human beings are storytellers. Second, the 
logic behind all our decisions is what Fisher called good reasons. Third, our good reasons 
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are determined by our history, individual biography, collective culture, and character. 
Fourth, Fisher states that rationality is determined by 1) narrative probability, the 
coherence of the stories we hear, and 2) narrative fidelity, the test of whether a story is 
consistent with the stories that are familiar to us. Finally, our lives consist of sets of 
stories from which we choose in order to live what we believe is a good life. Fisher 
(1989) argued that all human communication “should be viewed as historical as well as 
situational, as stories competing with other stories constituted by good reasons” (p. 58). 
In other words, no one occasion of human interaction or any single narrative can be 
understood or should be analyzed in and of itself; it must be examined within the 
situational, cultural, and historical context in which it takes place. 
An analysis of the Christian marriage relationship through Fisher’s (1984, 1989) 
lens begins by requiring that the marriage covenant be seen as a result of the narrative 
history of biblical tradition. The oldest male/female relationship story in Christianity is 
that of Adam and Eve, and it is defined by God’s curse in Genesis 3 in which Eve is told 
that her husband will “rule over her” (Genesis 3:16). The theme of dominant male and 
submissive female is found throughout the Old Testament narrative that includes the 
stories of Abraham and Sarah (Genesis 12-23), the Levite and his concubine (Judges 19-
20), Ruth and Boaz (Ruth 1-4), and David and Bathsheba (2 Samuel 11-12). Powerful or 
outspoken women are sinful or evil as is seen in the stories of Potiphar’s wife (Genesis 
39), Delilah (Judges 16), Jezebel (1 Kings 16-21), Athaliah (2 Kings 11; 2 Chronicles 22-
23), and Job’s wife (Job 2). The only Old Testament exception to the powerful woman = 
evil woman narrative is the story of Deborah (Judges 4-5). These stories are woven into 
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the fabric of Christianity. Children are raised hearing them from their parents, and they 
are repeated in Sunday School and preached from the pulpit. 
Fisher (1984, 1989) goes on to state that the logic behind all human decision is 
due to good reasons, and the two principles that characterize good reasons are coherence 
and fidelity. Coherence concerns how well a story holds together; fidelity measures how 
well a story blends with what we already know. In order for a story to pass the test of 
coherence, it must be well organized, it must be consistent with stories on the same 
subject, and it must be told so that the characters involved are consistent and reliable 
(Baker, 2006). The concept of fidelity involves facts, relevance, consequence, 
consistency, and transcendent values (Fisher, 1989). It is transcendent values that most 
embody fidelity (Baker, 2006). 
Many Christian women accept a submissive role in marriage because the concept 
is consistent both with the Bible stories with which they are familiar from childhood and 
with the stories of so many of the women in their lives. Their friends, mothers, 
grandmothers, and other important women live in submission as did the great women in 
scripture, so they are willing to do the same. Submission in marriage also passes the test 
of fidelity because it is symbolic of the most basic value of Christianity, submission to 
God. Since all Christians are commanded to submit to God, women are willing to accept 
a deferential role because it embodies the Christian ideal; therefore, in conflict or 
decision-making situations, they are willing to accommodate their husbands because 
doing so is consistent with the narrative of Christianity itself. 
In order to fully utilize Narrative Paradigm (Fisher, 1984) to explain the dominant 
husband/submissive wife relationship, one must consider the historical context and the 
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over-arching narratives that created it. Owens (2007) took Fisher’s theory a step further 
into what he termed the mythic paradigm that encompasses all the various related 
narratives. The Judeo-Christian tradition is primarily one of storytelling. The Old 
Testament is comprised of the stories of the men and women of God who lived before the 
coming of Christ. These stories are the foundation of the Christian story and create the 
type of mythic paradigm of which Owens wrote. The New Testament contains multiple 
references to the stories of the Old (i.e., Acts 7, Romans 4, 2 Corinthians 3, Galatians 4, 
Hebrews 11). Jesus himself referenced stories from the Old Testament in the Sermon on 
the Mount (Matthew 5-7), and he specifically compared himself and his burial and 
resurrection to the story of Jonah and great fish (Matthew 12:38-42). The narrative more 
relevant to Christian husbands and wives is that of Abraham and Sarah repeated by Peter 
in 1 Peter 3:1-7:  
Wives, in the same way submit yourselves to your own husbands so that, 
if any of them do not believe the word, they may be won over without 
words by the behavior of their wives, when they see the purity and 
reverence of your lives. Your beauty should not come from outward 
adornment, such as elaborate hairstyles and the wearing of gold jewelry or 
fine clothes. Rather, it should be that of your inner self, the unfading 
beauty of a gentle and quiet spirit, which is of great worth in God’s sight. 
For this is the way the holy women of the past who put their hope in God 
used to adorn themselves. They submitted themselves to their own 
husbands, like Sarah, who obeyed Abraham and called him her lord. You 
are her daughters if you do what is right and do not give way to 
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fear. Husbands, in the same way be considerate as you live with your 
wives, and treat them with respect as the weaker partner and as heirs with 
you of the gracious gift of life, so that nothing will hinder your prayers. 
This story is a cornerstone of the mythical paradigm of the Christian marital 
dominate/submissive relationship and is held as sacred by those who promote this 
dynamic (Knight, 2006; Peace, 2005).  
Structural Role Theory. The leader-husband/submissive-wife dynamic of the 
Christian marriage can be explained using structural role t1heory and the work of Linton 
(1936), Stryker (1968, 2001), and Turner (1962). According to Stryker (2001), the theater 
is an appropriate metaphor for illustrating structural role theory. He believed that 
members of society are like actors playing out roles, reading from scripts that have been 
created by their culture and fashioned by slow evolutionary changes that occur over time. 
Individuals are analyzed by how their role aids the whole in its effort to survive (Linton, 
1936). Society is a system of substructures that in turn have their own substructures with 
a group being the basic element of social interaction. These groups are composed of 
“systems of cooperating actors with common goals, recognized membership, and 
recognized interdependency,” and it is the repeated interactions that create expectations 
of what is or is not appropriate behavior within groups (Stryker, 2001, p. 217). Linton 
stated that the function of a society “depends upon the presence of patterns for reciprocal 
behavior between individuals or groups of individuals” (p. 113). The elements of these 
patterns are status and role. Linton defines status as a collection of rights and duties while 
Stryker describes it as the parts of an organized group. A role, according to Linton, is the 
“dynamic aspect of a status” (p. 114). Stryker explains it as the established behaviors 
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expected of a person occupying a status. It is the accumulation of all the experiences of 
those who have occupied that status in the past. Those group members who conform to 
expectations gain the approval of others who occupy the same status in other groups and 
from those who are in related roles within the same group. It is this approval that 
reinforces compliance (Stryker, 2001). 
The principles of structured role theory (SRT) explain the Christian leader-
husband/submissive-wife relationship as one of expectations and compliance. In keeping 
with Linton’s principles of SRT, the church is a substructure of society, and the family is 
a substructure of the church. Within Christian families, the statuses of husband and wife 
were fundamentally established in the writings of Paul and in the early Christian period 
and have only slowly evolved in the subsequent 2000 years. The traditional scripts for 
husband as head/provider and wife as helper/subordinate were also created in biblical 
times. Based on the Ephesians passage, docility and submissiveness have been the norm 
for Christian women since the first century. According to SRT as explained by Stryker 
(2001), those individual women in the role of wife who conform to this expectation 
obtain the approval of those who share the status and of others within their specific 
group, which could be either the family unit or the church. Conversely, men have been 
expected to lead families and the church, so men who demonstrate authority or power 
over women and children within either group gain the admiration and support of other 
men who share the status. Following Stryker’s logic, because the pattern of domination 
and submission has been repeated for centuries, members of the church believe it to be 
the appropriate relationship dynamic within the Christian marriage.  
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Turner (1962) notes that a role can only exist in relation to one or more other roles 
toward which it is positioned. He gives several examples of what he calls role reciprocity 
including that of a compromiser and antagonist: “The role of compromiser can exist only 
to the extent that others in the group are playing the role of antagonists” (p. 23). Linton 
(1936) uses a football team as a model. The quarterback, he says, is meaningless without 
the other members of the team who give him a place to line up. His role is distinct and 
important and determines what knowledge he needs in order to assist the team in its goal. 
In much the same way, the role of the dominant husband cannot exist without a 
submissive wife. Her passivity is necessary to give his position in the family meaning. 
She must be willing to accommodate his will in order for him to dominate the 
relationship. 
Interpersonal Conflict Theory. Pruitt et al. (2003) created one prominent 
interpersonal conflict theory with their Dual Concern Model (DCM) in which a person’s 
conflict mode is determined in general or in a specific conflict situation by both the level 
of their concern for self and the level of their concern for the other. This model has been 
revised by others (Cope, 2014; Lewicki, Barry, & Saunders, 2011) and is illustrated in 
Figure 1 as depicted by Cope (2014): 
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Figure 1. Pruitt, Ruben, & Kim’s Dual Concern Model as depicted by Cope 
The two axes in the model illustrate the conflict mode employed by the parties based on 
the level of their concern for themselves and their concern for the other or the 
relationship. For example, a situation in which one has a low concern for self and a low 
concern for the other would result in the choice of avoidance as the appropriate conflict 
mode. In contrast, a high concern for self and a high concern for the other and/or the 
relationship would mean that collaboration would be the most fitting conflict mode. In 
their discussion of the DCM in a negotiation setting, Lewicki et al. (2011) observe that in 
order to build or strengthen a relationship, the choice of conflict mode needs to be fluid 
and depends on the specific situation. For successful long-term relationships, they note, it 
is important that the parties have a give-and-take outlook in terms of accommodating the 
other’s needs. The parties in any relationship in which one always obliges the needs of 
the other will find the cycle hard to break, will give the non-accommodating party a false 
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sense of accord within the relationship, and will result in resentment in the 
accommodating party (Lewicki et al., 2011).  
Using this model, the dynamics in place in a Christian marriage relationship can 
be defined in terms of each spouse’s level of concern for both self and other. Those who 
interpret biblical submission as accommodation dictate that the Christian wife have a low 
concern for herself or her own needs and a high concern for the needs of her husband. 
According to Lewicki et al. (2011), if the one partner (wife) always acquiesces to the 
other (husband) this will eventually result in a damaged relationship. In contrast, those 
who understand submission to be a more mutual concept with be more flexible in their 
choice of conflict mode and will utilize the one most suited to situation rather than 
strictly depend on accommodation. 
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Chapter 3: 
Methodology 
Introduction 
In this chapter I describe the quantitative research method used to collect and 
analyze the data in this research study. I will begin by discussing some advantages and 
challenges to the use of online social networks for snowball sampling. I will then discuss 
the sample used for my research survey. I will also discuss my reasoning for using a 
survey to collect data and present the purposes for each question in the survey instrument. 
I will then briefly discuss the variables that were used to test my hypotheses.  
Online social networks and snowball sampling. Snowball sampling utilizes 
existing social structures to accumulate data by chain referrals (Coleman, 1958). In the 
past this was done by including sociometric questions in research surveys for sampling 
purposes, but with the phenomenon of the Internet, this can now be accomplished 
through online social networks (OSNs) such as Facebook. Snowball sampling was 
described briefly by Coleman (1958) and in mathematical detail by Goodman (1961). 
Previously, no two participants who were known to one another were intentionally 
included in a research survey, thereby neglecting the role of relationship in the process 
(Coleman, 1958). In the past, the researcher would make an initial contact for a survey or 
interview either at random or by means of a previous relationship and then ask this first 
participant to refer her friends, fellow workers, family members, etc. The researcher 
would then contact those potential participants, ask for further referrals, and so on. The 
entire process might have taken weeks, months, or longer done one person at a time, but 
it can now be fast forwarded by means of OSNs.  
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According to Umbach (2004), the use of OSNs can also offer researchers a low-
cost option for surveys because most of the cost comes with the designing of the form 
itself and maintaining computer networks, much of the cost, expertise, and time needed to 
design the survey instrument can be saved by using websites such as Survey Monkey, 
Question Pro, and Zoomerang. While sites such as these offer a quick and easy way to 
gather data, Buchanan and Hvizdak (2009) note that the researcher’s methodological 
choice must be “based on sound decisions — not solely convenience and ease” (p. 37).  
Although the literature on the use of OSNs in research is still limited, there are 
several advantages to their use that are discussed. Most agree that the dramatic reduction 
in cost of web-based surveys over mailed or hand-distributed surveys is possibly the most 
important benefit (Bauermeister et al., 2012; Bhutta, 2012; Simsek & Veiga, 2001; 
Umbach, 2004). They also offer the researcher results in real time, thus reducing the 
length of time needed to complete the study (Bhutta, 2012; Umbach, 2004). Bhutta 
(2012) also suggests that the instantaneous nature of web surveys allows the researcher to 
make any necessary corrections to the research instrument in real time. Time is also 
saved in the coding process since respondents input their data into the survey themselves, 
thus eliminating this step after the data is gathered (Umbach, 2004). Skip patterns 
available in most online survey tools allow skip logic or skip patterns which direct 
respondents to a certain line of questions based on how they respond to previous 
questions. This prevents participants from having to manually click through questions 
which do not apply to them and can help to prevent respondent frustration which might 
lead to their quitting the survey before finishing (Bauermeister et al., 2012; Bhutta, 2012; 
Umbach, 2004). 
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The use of OSNs as a sampling frame have some potential drawbacks. Umbach 
(2004) discusses four types of possible errors that can occur when using web surveys. 
The first is coverage error. Respondents are limited to those who have access to and 
those who choose to use the format in which the invitation to participate is designed and 
must have web access in order to participate. This may exclude or limit responses from 
those in certain demographic groups such as the very poor, the elderly, some racial/ethnic 
groups, the less educated, etc. It will also by definition exclude those who choose not to 
participate in the OSN chosen as the research frame. (Bhutta, 2012), and Sage (2014) 
notes that even those with access must have a certain level of digital literacy in order to 
be able to respond to an online survey. However, as Internet availability and use 
continues to spread across the globe, more and more people will gain access, and this 
type of error should decline (Bhutta, 2012). 
The second type of error that Umbach (2004) discusses is sampling error. Unless 
all members of the target population are surveyed, the sample surveyed cannot be truly 
unbiased. Because the potential population of certain OSNs is very large, some 
researchers may be tricked into believing that a large sample size is more representative 
of the whole population (Dillman & Bowker, 2001). Cost considerations of telephone or 
paper surveys prohibited researchers from sampling any larger number of respondents 
than was needed to meet the survey goals, but that is no longer the case since web 
surveys can poll and gather data from hundreds of thousands of participants for the same 
cost as a few hundred. Dillman and Bowker (2001) argue that “conductors of such 
surveys have in effect been seduced by the hope that large numbers, a traditional 
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indicator of a high quality survey (because of low sampling error), will compensate in 
some way for whatever coverage and nonresponse problems that might exist” (p. 57).  
Umbach’s (2004) third type of potential error in web-based surveys is 
measurement error. He considers whether or not the mode of a survey (paper only, paper 
and web, web only, etc.) could in itself create a bias. As an example he notes that those 
who respond to a web survey will in all likelihood be more technologically savvy than 
those who do not, thus possibly creating a bias toward younger, more educated 
respondents. Similarly, Sax, Gilmartin, and Bryant (2003) reported that their researched 
in the late 1990s showed that college students who responded to web-based surveys tend 
to be young, affluent men. Dillman and Bowker (2001) argue that because electronic 
surveys may appear differently on different devices (laptop, smart phone, tablet, etc.) the 
possibility of measurement error is greater than in paper-and-pencil survey.  
The fourth error discussed by Umbach (2004) is nonresponse bias. Umbach 
defines nonresponse bias as “the bias that is introduced when respondents to a survey are 
different 
from those who did not respond in terms of demographics or attitudes” (p. 27). Because 
not all groups have equal access to the Internet, the sample may under represent the poor, 
certain ethnic groups, and the elderly. Sax et al. (2003) even found a possible difference 
in the response rate between men and women.  
Despite these possible challenges, the use of OSNs has been recognized as being 
particularly well suited for snowball sampling and useful for non-representative samples 
(Bhutta, 2012). Since my research goals were focused on Christian women, the use of 
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Facebook and snowball sampling was an effective and efficient choice as my sampling 
frame. 
Sample. With the intent of utilizing snowball sampling, I posted an invitation to 
participate in my survey on my personal Facebook page and on the Facebook page of my 
local congregation, Legacy Church of Christ (see Appendix A). My minimum goal of 
200 respondents was met within the first week, and the final total was 329, 245 of which 
completed the entire survey. Of those who completed the survey, 78% were female. I had 
hoped for a more even distribution of male to female, but even after reposting the 
invitation to Facebook several times and friends also posting a link on their own page, 
22% male was the response percentage I received. Respondents were overwhelmingly 
white (97%), still married to their first spouse (78%), living in Texas (60%), college 
educated (78%), Republican (58%), and labeled themselves either politically 
conservative or very conservative (53%). Considering that this describes my social circle 
very well, it is not surprising that these were the people who chose to participate in my 
survey; however, I wanted a more diverse sample than my personal circle, so I did reach 
out to others whom I knew did not match this description with unfortunately limited 
success. 
Instrument. I designed a 58-question quantitative survey to address each of my 
hypotheses (see Appendix C, Sections 1-4). Because of the large number of people I 
hoped would participate, I chose to collect data by use of a survey rather than personal 
interviews or focus groups. My goal was to have 200 participants from as many different 
Christian groups as possible, and this number alone precluded personal interviews. It 
would have been possible to utilize focus groups, but while this might have added a more 
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personal feel and depth to some responses and would have allowed me to have personal 
interaction with the participants, the time involved in order to conduct multiple focus 
groups was more than I felt like I wanted to take on for this project. Conducting the 
survey online gave me the opportunity to include people from 30 states and 4 foreign 
countries, something that would have been practically impossible to do otherwise. 
The survey was pilot tested with six volunteer participants who are personal 
friends and three others who are family members whom I recruited to help determine the 
understandability and readability of the survey instrument. This process took 
approximately one week. The feedback I received from these volunteers was very helpful 
in rewording three questions that the volunteers said were confusing. Two of these were 
in Section 2 that pertained to background information, and the other was in Section 3. 
Using the suggestions I received, these questions were reworded to improve their clarity 
for the actual research participants. 
Data was collected through the website Survey Monkey. The survey was divided 
into four sections. Section 1 was used to determine eligibility with the first question being 
the method by which participants would agree or disagree to take part in the survey. 
Those respondents who did not agree to participate, did not self-identify as Christians, 
were under 21 years of age, or were not married were disqualified. Those questions are 
listed below: 
1. ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below. Clicking on the "I 
agree" button below indicates that:• you have read the above information• you 
voluntarily agree to participate• you are at least 21 years of age. If you do not 
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wish to participate in the research study, please decline participation by clicking 
on the "I do not agree" button. 
2. Are you a Christian? 
o yes 
o no  
3. In what year were you born?  
4. Marital status 
o Never married 
o Married to first spouse 
o Married to spouse other than first 
o Single, divorced 
o Single, widowed 
5. How long have you been (or were you) married? 
o Less than 3 years 
o 3-5 years 
o 5-10 years 
o 11-15 years 
o 16-20  years 
o 21-25 years 
o 26-30 years 
o 31-35 years 
o 36-40  years 
o 41-45 years 
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o 46-50 years 
o Over 50 years 
In Section 2 participants responded to questions about their personal and family 
history, personal beliefs, and some questions about how they and their spouse handle 
conflict and make decisions within the marriage relationship. Questions 6-15 were 
demographic questions. These included gender, ZIP code, race, education, political 
affiliation, and number of children. These questions were necessary to address several of 
my hypotheses. Question 16-23 asked about participants’ religious background including 
their denomination, their family’s church attendance habits, prayer life, congregation 
size, the location where they were raised, and how their parents resolved conflict within 
their marriage. I asked participants about their religious background because I felt it 
could be a clue to discovering intergenerational approaches to conflict within the family. 
Questions 24 and 25 asked respondents their opinion on the propriety of physical abuse 
within the marriage relationship. Because of the large amount of material on spousal 
abuse within Christian marriages, I felt it might be important to know participants’ 
feelings on this topic. Question 26-31 asked respondents about their immediate family’s 
religious practices including how often they attend services, how often they pray 
together, their congregation size, and the size of their town or city. These questions were 
included because I wanted to be able to see any connections between a couple’s religious 
commitment and their conflict resolution style. Questions 32-34 asked about possible 
abuse within the respondents’ marriage and whether they and their spouse had ever been 
in marriage counseling. Similarly to Questions 24 and 25, these questions were important 
because of previous research on spousal abuse within Christian marriages. I felt it might 
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be important to compare the responses to these questions to their conflict resolution 
styles. Questions 35-46 asked about religious commitment, the importance of submission, 
marital happiness, and addressed several areas of conflict resolution within the 
respondents’ marriage relationship. These questions were essential to addressing several 
of my hypotheses. 
6. I am 
o male 
o female 
7. If you live in the United States, please enter your 5-digit zip code. If you live 
outside of the United States, please enter the name of the country where you live. 
8. Race/ethnicity 
o White, non-Hispanic 
o Black or African-American 
o Hispanic 
o Native American 
o Asian 
o Pacific Islander 
o Middle Eastern 
o Other 
9. What is your highest level of education? 
o Currently attending high school 
o Did not finish high school 
o High school diploma or equivalent (i.e., GED) 
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o Currently attending college 
o Some college, but no degree 
o Associate degree 
o Bachelor’s degree 
o Graduate degree 
o Professional degree 
10. What is (was) your spouse’s highest level of education? 
o Currently attending high school 
o Did not finish high school 
o High school diploma or equivalent (i.e., GED) 
o Currently attending college 
o Some college, but no degree 
o Associate degree 
o Bachelor’s degree 
o Graduate degree 
o Professional degree 
11. How many children do you have? 
12. How many children age 17 or younger live in your home? 
13. Which political party most closely represents your personal opinions? 
o Democrat 
o Independent 
o Republican 
o Other 
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o None 
14. Using the terms as currently defined in the United States (conservative = smaller, 
less involved government/liberal = bigger, more involved government), how 
would you describe your political stance? 
o Very conservative 
o Conservative 
o Moderate, leaning conservative 
o Moderate, leaning liberal 
o Liberal 
o Very liberal 
15. How would you describe your personal opinion of feminism?  
o I am a feminist and actively participate in feminist causes. 
o I consider myself a feminist, but I am not usually actively involved in 
feminist causes. 
o I believe that the feminist movement has done a great deal to improve the 
lives of women, but I do not necessarily consider myself a feminist. 
o I am actively anti-feminist, and I believe that the feminist movement has 
done a great deal of damage to women and to families. 
o I have no opinion on feminism. 
16. Thinking back to your childhood, in what religious environment were you raised? 
o Atheist/None 
o Baptist (not Southern Baptist) 
o Catholic 
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o Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) 
o Church of Christ 
o Latter-Day Saints (Mormon) 
o Episcopal 
o Jewish 
o Methodist 
o Muslim 
o Lutheran 
o Pentecostal 
o Presbyterian 
o Southern Baptist 
o Other 
o I don’t know. 
17. Again thinking back to your childhood, which best describes your immediate 
family’s attendance of religious services? 
o We always attended as a family unless one of us was ill or out of town. 
o My mother attended with the children, but my father usually did not 
attend. 
o My father attended with the children, but my mother usually do not attend. 
o My mother attended alone. 
o My father attended alone. 
o My parents sent their children to church or Sunday School, but they did 
not attend. 
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o My family attended sporadically or only at traditionally religious holidays 
such as Christmas or Easter. 
o No one in my immediate family attended religious services. 
18. During your childhood, how often did your family attend religious services? 
o Two or more times per week 
o Once a week 
o 1-2 times per month 
o 3-4 times per year 
o One time per year or less 
o Never 
19. Still thinking back to your childhood, what was the approximate size of the 
congregation your family attended? 
o Less than 250 people 
o 251-500 people 
o 501-1000 people 
o 1001-2500 people 
o Over 2500 people 
20. How often did your immediate family pray together when you were a child? 
o At least once per day 
o Several times per week 
o Once per week 
o Less than once per week 
o Never 
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21. How would you describe the area in which you grew up? If your family moved to 
different locations, think about the location where you lived the longest. 
o Large urban area 
o Suburbs 
o Small city 
o Small town 
o Rural area 
22. How are (were) disagreements between your parents usually settled? 
o My mother usually willingly gives in to my father. 
o They usually compromise so that neither of them gets exactly what they 
want but neither of them has to give up everything. 
o They are both very competitive, so one of them always comes out on top. 
o They usually reach a solution that allows both of them to get what they 
want. 
o My father usually willingly gives in to my mother.  
o I never witnessed disagreements between my parents. 
23. As a child, did you ever witness verbal or physical abuse between your parents? 
o Yes 
o No 
24. Other than in self-defense, is it ever acceptable for a husband to strike his wife 
with his hand, fist or any other object? 
o yes 
o no 
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25. Other than in self-defense, is it ever acceptable for a wife to strike her husband 
with her hand, fist or any other object? 
o yes 
o no 
26. Thinking about your life now, what is your current religious preference? 
o Baptist (not Southern Baptist) 
o Catholic 
o Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) 
o Church of Christ 
o Latter-Day Saints (Mormon) 
o Episcopal 
o Methodist 
o Lutheran 
o Pentecostal 
o Presbyterian 
o Southern Baptist 
o Other 
27. Which best describes your immediate family’s attendance of religious services? 
o We always attend as a family unless one of us is ill or out of town. 
o I attend with my children, but my spouse usually does not attend with us. 
o My spouse attends with my children, but I usually do not attend with 
them. 
o I usually attend by myself. 
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o My spouse usually attends alone. 
o My family attends sporadically or only at traditionally religious holidays 
such as Christmas or Easter. 
o No one in my immediate family attends religious services. 
28. How often do you attend religious services? 
o Two or more times per week 
o Once a week 
o 1-2 times per month 
o 3-4 times per year 
o One time per year or less 
o Never 
29. What is the approximate size of the congregation you attend? 
o Less than 250 people 
o 251-500 people 
o 501-1000 people 
o 1001-2500 people 
o Over 2500 people 
30. How would you describe the area where you now live?  
o Large urban area 
o Suburbs 
o Small city 
o Small town 
o Rural area 
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31. How often does your family pray together? 
o At least once per day 
o Several times per week 
o Once per week 
o Less than once per week 
o Never 
32. Has your spouse ever struck you with hand, fist, or any other object? If you are 
not now married, did your former spouse ever strike you with hand, fist, or any 
other object? (Remember, all responses are completely confidential.) 
o yes (send to “If you are comfortable, please describe the situation(s) in 
which your spouse or former spouse struck you. All responses are 
completely confidential, but you may skip this question if you prefer.” 
o no 
o I prefer not to answer. 
33. Has your spouse ever verbally or emotionally abused you? (Your answers are 
completely confidential.) 
o yes (send to “If you are comfortable, please describe the situation(s) in 
which your spouse or former spouse verbally or emotionally abused you. 
All responses are completely confidential, but you may skip this question 
if you prefer.” 
o no 
o I prefer not to answer. 
34. Have you and your spouse ever been in marriage counseling? 
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o yes 
o no 
35. How would you describe your personal level of religious commitment? 
o 1 – No religious commitment 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5  – High religious committed 
36. How would you describe your spouse’s level of religious commitment? 
o 1 – No religious commitment 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 – High religious committed 
37. How would you describe your level of marital happiness? If you are not now 
married, how would you describe yourself during your last year of marriage? 
o 1 – Not happy at all 
o 2 
o 3 – About as happy as most married couples we know. 
o 4 
o 5 – Much happier than most married couples we know. 
38. How important is submission within the marriage relationship? 
o 1 – Not important at all 
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o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 – Extremely important 
39. How often do (did) you and your spouse argue? 
o Daily 
o Several times per week 
o A few times per month 
o Once every one to three months 
o A few times per year 
o Less often than once per year 
o Never 
40. How are (were) disagreements between you and your spouse usually settled? 
o My spouse usually willingly gives in to me. 
o We usually compromise so that neither of us gets exactly what we want 
but neither of us has to give up everything. 
o We are both very competitive, so one of us always comes out on top. 
o We usually reach a solution that allows both of us to get what we want. 
o I usually willingly give in to my spouse.  
o My spouse and I never have disagreements. 
41. Do (or did) you and your spouse have an established method in place for settling 
differences? 
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o yes (send to “Please describe your method for settling differences with 
your spouse” page) 
o no (send to “How would a typical disagreement between you and your 
spouse be settled?” 
42. Please describe your method for settling differences with your spouse. 
43. How would a typical disagreement between you and your spouse be settled? 
44. Do (or did) you and your spouse have an established method in place for decision 
making? 
o yes (send to “Please describe your method for decision making with your 
spouse” page) 
o no (send to “How do you and your spouse make important decisions?” 
45. Please describe your method for decision making with your spouse. 
46. How do (or did) you and your spouse make important decisions? 
Section 3 asked participants to respond to four different conflict scenarios that 
married couples might face. These scenarios started simply (deciding what to do on a 
date night) and advanced through more life-altering situations (moving the family out of 
state, purchasing a home, etc.). In each one, respondents were asked to convey not what 
they and their spouse would do but how they would decide what they would do. These 
open-ended questions were designed to see how participants applied their beliefs about 
submission and conflict resolution in real-life scenarios to see how, if at all, their 
application differed from their ideal. 
47. Consider this scenario: 
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It is Friday evening, and you and your spouse want to spend some time 
together, but each of you has a different idea of how the time should be spent. 
How do you decide what to do? 
48. Consider this scenario: 
You and your spouse want to take a vacation, but you don’t agree on where 
you should go. How will you decide where you will spend your vacation? 
49. Consider this scenario: 
Your spouse has been offered a new job with a higher salary and better 
benefits in a city 1000 miles away. You have a job that you love, your 
children are established in their schools, and you have many friends where 
you now live. How will you decide what to do? 
50. Consider this scenario: 
You and your spouse agree that your house is not appropriate for your family 
and you need to find a different place to live. Your spouse finds a house that is 
a good size for your family in a great neighborhood, but you can only afford it 
if major budget cuts are made in several areas, and you are nervous about 
taking such a risk. Your spouse thinks your worries are unfounded. How will 
you decide what to do? 
Section 4 specifically addressed the respondents’ beliefs about biblical 
submission. These questions were important since they would establish the participants’ 
core beliefs of the meaning of biblical submission. This section also contained questions 
that would indicate how often and how effectively churches are addressing the topic of 
marital submission. 
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51. In your own words, how would you describe the biblical concept of submission? 
52. Which of these statements most closely describes your experience? 
o My church teaches about submission clearly and often, and I am confident 
I understand its biblical meaning. 
o My church doesn’t usually teach about submission, but I am confident in 
my personal understanding of its biblical meaning. 
o My church teaches about submission occasionally, but I am not confident 
in my understanding of its meaning. 
o My church teaches about submission, but I feel like I get mixed signals as 
to its biblical meaning. 
o Submission is rarely mentioned at my church, and I am unsure of its 
biblical meaning. 
53. Which of these statements best describes your personal opinion? 
o I wish my church taught the biblical concept of submission more often. 
o I am satisfied with the frequency with which my church teaches about 
biblical submission. 
o I wish my church taught the concept of biblical submission less often. 
o I don’t attend church. 
54. Which of these words do you most closely relate to the word submission? 
o Avoidance 
o Accommodation 
o Compromise 
o Competition 
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o Collaboration 
55. Which do you consider to be the most closely aligned with biblical teaching? 
o A wife should submit to her husband. 
o A husband should submit to his wife. 
o Both a husband and wife should submit to one another. 
o Submission has no place in the marriage relationship. 
56. In relation to your spouse, how would you rate your level of submissiveness? 
o 1 – Not at all submissive 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 – Extremely submissive 
57. How would you rate your spouse’s level of submissiveness within your marital 
relationship? 
o 1 – Not at all submissive 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 – Extremely submissive 
58. The Apostle Paul wrote in Ephesians 5:22-24 (New International Version): 
“Wives, submit to your husbands as to the Lord. For the husband is the head of 
the wife as Christ is the head of the church, his body, of which he is the Savior. 
Now as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should submit to their 
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husbands in everything.” Which of these statements best describes your personal 
belief about this passage? Which of these best describes your personal belief? 
o Submission means that a wife should always give in to her husband’s 
wants, needs, opinions, desires, beliefs, etc., regardless of how it affects 
me. 
o Submission means that a wife should consider her husband’s wants, needs, 
opinions, desires, beliefs, etc., before she makes a decision. 
o Submission means that husband and wife work together to best meet his 
wants, needs, opinions, desires, beliefs, etc., as well as hers. 
o I’m not sure how submission applies to marriage. 
o I don’t believe that submission has any bearing on the marriage 
relationship.  
 
Variables. There were a number of variables that I used in this research. This was 
the case because I was looking for any correlation between a person’s beliefs about both 
submission in the marriage relationship and their perceived level of marital happiness and 
their gender, age, religious upbringing, their current religious convictions, their 
denomination, their political affiliation, level of education, their place of residence, etc. 
These variables directly address one or more of my hypotheses listed in the previous 
section.   
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Chapter 4: 
Results 
Looking first at the gender percentages in the sample, I found it interesting that 
female respondents outnumbered male respondents more than 3 to 1 (see Figure 2).     
 
 
Because I mentioned in my original Facebook post that the survey concerned biblical 
submission and its effect on the marriage relationship, it is possible that women found 
this a more intriguing subject than men. However, Smith (2008) found that a 
disproportionate number of women respond to online surveys, and the Pew Research 
Foundation found that more women report being regular users of Facebook than men 
(Duggan, 2013), so the male/female response rate I received may have been more typical 
than I first perceived it to be. My findings consistently showed women slightly more 
traditional/conservative than men. For example, in Question 38 where respondents were 
asked to rate the importance of submission within the marriage relationship, 79% rated it 
Figure 2. Gender of respondents 
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at least 3 on a scale of 1 to 5, and 25% rated it as 5 (extremely important). These results 
are shown in Figure 3.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When the results were broken down by gender, 75% of men rated it at least a 3, and 79% 
of women rated it 3 or more. The extremes for both genders were mixed; 17% of men 
said that submission was not important at all while only 11% of women agreed, again 
demonstrating a more conservative response from women. Looking at those who rated it 
as extremely important, the positions are swapped; 38% of men and 27% of women rated 
it as 5. These results are shown in Table 1. 
 
Table 1 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q38 
Gender 
How important is submission within the marriage relationship? (Q38) 
Total 
No 
response 
1 – Not important 
at all 2 3 4 
5 – Extremely 
important 
Figure 3. Q38 - How important is submission within the marriage relationship? 
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female 6 20 22 62 52 48 210 
male 1 10 4 7 17 20 59 
Total 7 30 27 74 73 69 280 
 
The largest percentage of participants in this study were members of the Church 
of Christ (46%). Because this is my fellowship and because most of my closest friends 
are also members, this large number was expected. The remaining 54% of participants 
were from other denominations, and Figure 4 gives a visual representation of the 
distribution: 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Respondents' current religious preference 
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To simplify these numbers, I used the classification system developed by Steensland et 
al. (2000) that divides all the religious groups in the United States into these seven 
categories: Evangelical Protestant, Mainline Protestant, Black Protestant, Catholic, 
Jewish, Other Religions, Unaffiliated Religions. Although absolutely accuracy was not 
possible, I tried to use the groups listed by Wright (2010) as closely as possible. Those 
who chose Other as their religious preference were categorized as Mainline Protestant. 
Mormons and Pentecostals were the only groups categorized as Other based on the 
information in Steensland and Wright. The simplified numbers are shown in Figure 5: 
 
 
Evangelical Protestants were much more likely to place more importance on submission 
within the marriage relationship than any other religious group. Sixty-two percent of 
evangelicals rated submission as either 4 or 5 (extremely important); only 21% of 
Figure 5. Respondents' simplified religious preference 
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Catholics and 37% of mainline Protestants gave it the same level of importance. These 
results are displayed in Table 2. 
Table 2 
Crosstabulation of respondents’ simplified religious preference and Q38 
Respondents’ simplified 
religious preference 
How important is submission within the marriage relationship? (Q38) 
Total 
No 
response 
1 – Not 
important at all 2 3 4 
5 – Extremely 
important 
 Catholic 0 4 3 4 2 1 14 
Evangelical Protestant 1 13 11 38 56 46 165 
Mainline Protestant 2 12 13 31 12 21 91 
Other 0 1 0 1 3 1 6 
Total 7 30 27 74 73 69 280 
 
 
Most respondents to the survey had a high personal religious commitment. 
Question 35 asked them to rate their level of religious commitment on a scale of 1 (no 
religious commitment) to 5 (high religious commitment). The percentages of the results 
are shown in Figure 6: 
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Question 36 asked them to rate their spouse’s level of religious commitment using the 
same scale. Overall, respondents reported that the religious commitment of their spouse 
was not as high as their own. These percentages are show in Figure 7: 
Figure 6. Personal religious commitment 
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Questions 32 and 33 asked respondents about physical, emotional, and verbal 
abuse in their marriage. Question 32 specifically asked if their spouse had ever struck 
them. Figure 8 shows the results: 
 
Figure 7. Spouse's religious commitment 
Figure 8. Q32 - Has your spouse ever struck you? 
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When these results are broken down by gender, 10% of women said their husbands have 
struck them, and 18% of men said that they had been struck by their wives. These results 
are shown in Table 3. 
Table 3 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q32 
Gender 
Has your spouse ever struck you? (Q32) 
Total 
No 
response yes no 
I prefer not to 
answer. 
 female 4 21 184 1 210 
male 1 8 50 0 59 
Total 5 29 234 1 269 
 
Because of the large amount of material in the literature on domestic violence 
within the Christian community (Andersen, 2007; Kroeger, 1995; Nash, 2006; Nash & 
Hesterberg, 2009; Skiff, 2009; Stotland, 2000; Whipple, 1987), Question 32 asked 
respondents if they had ever been struck by their spouse. Their responses are shown by 
percentage in Figure 9. 
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Table 4 shows the distribution of response to Q32 by female respondents by their choice 
of conflict mode in Q54. Of those who said that they had not been struck by their 
husbands, 75% said that compromise or collaboration was the most closely related word 
to submission while only 66% of those who did report being struck felt the same. 
Table 4 
Crosstabulation of Q32 and Q54 (female respondents only) 
Has your spouse 
ever struck you? 
(Q32) 
Which of these words do you most closely relate to the word submission? 
(Q54) 
Total 
No 
response Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 yes 0 0 5 2 4 10 21 
no 10 4 38 2 40 90 184 
I prefer not to 
answer. 
0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Total 10 4 43 4 45 100 206 
 
 
Figure 9. Q32 - Has your spouse ever struck you? 
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When they were asked for their personal definition of biblical submission, both groups 
responded in much the same way. Of those who gave an unambiguous answer and 
reported that they had been struck, 76% gave an answer that was coded as wife submits; 
73% of those who had not been struck gave the same type of response. These numbers 
are reported in Table 5. 
Table 5 
Crosstabulation of Q32 and Q51 (female respondents only) 
Has your spouse ever 
struck you? (Q32) 
Personal Definition of Submission (Q51) 
Total Ambiguous Wife submits Mutual submission 
No 
submission 
 
yes 4 13 4 0 21 
no 55 94 34 1 184 
I prefer not to answer. 0 0 1 0 1 
Total 59 107 39 1 206 
 
Question 33 broadened the question of domestic violence and asked participants if 
they had ever been verbally or emotionally abused by their spouse. This question 
produced a higher number of positive responses from both male and female respondents, 
and these results are shown by percentage in Figure 10: 
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When divided by gender, 33% of women and 28% of men said that they had either been 
verbally or emotionally abused by their spouse (Table 6).  
Table 6 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q33 
Gender 
Has your spouse ever verbally or emotionally abused 
you? (Q33) 
Total 
No 
response yes no 
I prefer not to 
answer. 
` 
female 5 67 137 1 210 
male 1 16 42 0 59 
Total 6 83 179 1 269 
 
Table 7 is a crosstabulation of female participants’ responses to Q33 and Q54. 
There was almost no difference in the choice of conflict mode in those who reported 
verbal or emotional abuse and those who did not. Seventy-five percent of women who 
reported no abuse chose either compromise or collaboration as the appropriate 
Figure 10. Q33 - Has your spouse ever verbally or emotionally abused you? 
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interpretation of submission; 74% of those who said that they had been victims of verbal 
or emotional abuse agreed. 
Table 7 
Crosstabulation of Q33 and Q54 (female respondents only) 
 
Has your 
spouse ever 
verbally or 
emotionally 
abused you? 
(Q33) 
Which of these words do you most closely relate to the word submission? (Q54) 
Total 
No 
response Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 
yes 3 3 12 2 19 29 68 
no 6 1 30 2 26 71 136 
I prefer not to 
answer. 
0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Total 9 4 43 4 45 100 205 
 
Similar to the results for Q32, when a crosstabulation was performed on Q33 and 
Q51, the percentages of those whose definition was coded wife submits were higher when 
compared to the number of those who chose accommodation as the correct biblical 
definition. The women who reported verbal or emotional abuse gave this type of response 
at a rate of 82% while those only 68% of the responses of those who did not report abuse 
were similarly coded. These results are displayed in Table 8. 
Table 8 
Crosstabulation of Q33 and Q51 (female respondents only) 
 
Has your 
spouse ever 
verbally or 
emotionally 
abused you? 
(Q33) 
Personal Definition of Submission (Q51) 
Total 
No response 
or ambiguous Wife submits Mutual submission No submission 
 
yes 19 40 9 0 68 
no 38 67 30 1 136 
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I prefer not to 
answer. 
1 0 0 0 1 
Total 58 107 39 1 205 
 
In order to see if respondents utilized the same or similar conflict resolution 
methods that their parents used, Questions 22 and 40 asked participants to choose the one 
statement that best described how their parents and how they and their spouse usually 
settle disagreements between them. The results of Q22 are shown in Figure 11, and Q40 
is show in Figure 12.  
 
Figure 11. Q22 - How are (were) disagreements between your parents usually settled? 
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The visual presented in the figures above appear to indicate that most married couples 
resolve conflict between them more collaboratively than did their parents. For example, 
in Figure 10, one spouse gives in to the other 34% of the time and collaborate at a rate of 
only 12%; however, in Figure 12, 38% of spouses collaborate and only 21% gives in. 
Competitiveness is also lower and compromise higher in Figure 12. These numbers seem 
to show a more open, progressive ideal in the subsequent generation. 
Central hypothesis 
My central hypothesis asks, “Does a definition of biblical submission as the low-
self conflict modes of avoidance and accommodation affect the perceived level of marital 
happiness?” The most straight-forward analysis of the data collected was done using a 
Chi square comparing the self-reported perceived level of marital happiness and the 
Figure 12. Q40 - How are (were) disagreements between you and your spouse usually settled? 
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respondents’ use of Pruitt et al.’s (2003) five conflict modes to define submission. The 
results are seen in Table 9. 
Table 9 
Crosstabulation of Q37 and Q54 
How would you 
describe your level of 
marital happiness? 
(Q37) 
Which of these words do you most closely relate to the word 
submission? (Q54) 
Total Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 1 – Not happy at all 0 6 1 6 8 21 
2 1 8 1 4 7 21 
3 – About as happy 
as most married 
couples 
2 9 0 12 25 48 
4 1 22 1 17 47 88 
5 – Extremely happy 0 13 1 13 45 72 
Total 4 58 4 52 132 250 
 
Of those who said that accommodation was most closely related to submission, 
24% rated their level of marital happiness as either 1 (Not happy at all) or 2, 15% said 
that they were about as happy as most married couples, and 60% rated their marital 
happiness as either 4 or 5 (Extremely happy). By comparison, only 11% of those who 
said that submission was collaboration rated their marital happiness as 1 (Not happy at 
all) or 2, 20% said they were about as happy as most married couples, and 70% rated 
their happiness as a 4 or 5 (Extremely happy). Overall, 53% of respondents said that 
collaboration was closest to the biblical concept while only 2% chose avoidance, 2% 
chose competition, 21% chose compromise, and 23% chose accommodation. This is 
illustrated in Figure 13. There was little difference in the definitions of men and women; 
interestingly, only women respondents (2%) equated avoidance with submission while no 
men said that it was the correct biblical interpretation.  
114 
 
 
 
 
 
Although these numbers appear to support my central hypothesis, it was possible 
that respondents were uncertain of the meanings of the five conflict modes or that their 
responses were due to social desirability (Messick, 1960). In order to further explore 
participants’ definition of submission and their actual real-life application of that 
definition, there were four additional questions that addressed the topic in different ways. 
Question 40 had participants choose one of six statements that best described how they 
and their spouse resolve conflict within their relationship. Question 51 asked respondents 
to describe biblical submission in their own words. Question 55 asked them to choose 
one of four statements that they believed was the closest to the biblical teaching. The last 
of these questions was #58 in which respondents were asked to interpret Paul’s statement 
about wives and submission in Ephesians 5. In the next section, I will report the results of 
these four questions in reverse order. Additionally, there were four open-ended questions 
Figure 13. Q54 - Which conflict mode equals submission? 
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in which I asked them to describe how they and their spouse would decide what to do in 
increasingly important or life-altering situations. The results of these four open-ended 
questions are reported later in the study. 
Question 58 asked participants to interpret Paul’s exhortation to husbands and 
wives in Ephesians 5 in terms of if or when a woman should defer to her husband’s 
needs, opinions, etc. Figure 14 breaks the results down by percentage. Sixty-two percent 
of all those who responded said that a husband and wife should work together so that the 
needs, wants, and desires of both marriage partners are met; 9% said that a woman should 
always defer to her husband, 25% said that a woman should consider her husband’s needs 
before making a decision. The breakdown by gender on this question found the same 
percentages for both men and women (Table 10). The 65% who chose the collaboration 
response was 12% higher than those who equated submission with collaboration in Q54. 
 
 
Figure 14. Q58 - Personal belief concerning Ephesians 5 
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Table 10 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q58 
Gender 
Personal belief concerning Ephesians 5 (Q58) 
Total 
No 
response 
Wife 
always 
defers to 
husband 
Wife should 
consider her 
husband’s opinions 
before she makes 
a decision. 
Spouses should 
work together to 
best meet the 
needs of both 
spouses. 
Submission 
has no 
bearing on the 
marriage 
relationship. 
I’m not sure 
how this 
passage 
applies to 
marriage. 
  16 0 0 0 0 0 16 
female 14 17 49 122 4 4 210 
male 6 5 13 33 0 2 59 
Total 36 22 62 155 4 6 285 
 
In Question 55, participants were asked which of the four statements given was 
the most closely aligned with biblical teaching on who should submit to whom in the 
marriage relationship. The results are illustrated in Figure 15: 
 
Figure 15. Q55 - Who should submit? 
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The overall results for this question were similar to those from Q58. Seventy 
percent of respondents said that mutual submission was the most closely aligned to 
biblical teaching, a slightly higher percentage than those who gave a similar answer in 
Q58. No one believed that a husband should submit to his wife unilaterally, but 28% said 
that a wife should submit to her husband, slightly lower than Q58’s responses that said a 
wife should either always submit or should consider her husband’s opinion before 
making a decision (34%). Unlike Q58, the difference between the responses of male and 
female participants is significant. While only 13% of men believed that only the wife 
should submit, 31% of women felt the same. These results are shown in Table 11. 
Table 11 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q55 
Gender 
            Who should submit? (Q55) 
Total No response 
A wife should 
submit to her 
husband. 
A husband 
should submit 
to his wife. 
Both a husband 
and wife should 
submit to one 
another. 
Submission has no 
place in the 
marriage 
relationship. 
 
female 14 61 0 130 5 210 
male 6 7 0 46 0 59 
Total 20 68 0 176 5 269 
 
The third of these questions, Question 51, was open ended and asked respondents 
to describe biblical submission in their own words. The definitions given were then 
categorized and quantified as wife submits, mutual submission, no submission, or 
ambiguous. The results of the unambiguous answers are shown in Figure 16: 
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Any response that stated or implied a hierarchy within the marriage relationship, 
regardless of the overall positive or negative feeling, was labeled wife submits. Those 
labeled mutual submission gave no indication of hierarchy. The results of Q51 are almost 
the direct opposite of the results of Q54. The percentage of respondents that stated or 
implied that only the wife submits was 65% while mutual submission made up only 34% 
of the total. Some examples of those labeled as wife only were: “I believe that wives 
should submit to their husband as the head of our household as God intended. That can be 
a pleasant submission with the right husband or it can be miserable with the wrong kind”; 
“The man is the major decision maker”; “Decisions are made together, but the man has 
the final say”; “Man beats wife, wife is submissive. Man makes all decisions, wife is a 
door mat and brood mare”; “I am to submit to my husband out of love and respect for 
him and the position God gave him as the head of our family. That does not mean he is to 
Figure 16. Q51 - Personal definition of submission 
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trample over me (which he knows), but to love me as Christ loved the church”; “Doing 
what the man says as long as it does not go against what God says”; “Woman being 
slaves to men”; “In my words submission means allowing your husband the final say in 
all decisions, loving him no matter what, and helping him be the best man that he can 
be”; and “My wife is to submit to me, her husband. We are a team and discuss most 
everything, but in the end I have to make the best decision I can and even if she doesn't 
agree, she submits and goes along.” Examples of responses marked as mutual 
submission: “Serving the other's wishes over your own”; “Mutual consideration regarding 
each other's best interest and the best interests of our family. Trusting each other's 
judgment and working as a team”; “Submission is mutual. We submit one to another. 
Ephesians 5:21 is the normative teaching”; “Loving your spouse to such a depth that you 
make decisions together and always work towards a compromise. Each partner serves the 
other, each yielding to their spouse. Submission should be mutual”; and “Each person 
must be willing to submit to one another. Submission is an act to be given, never to be 
forced or demanded.” In contrast to the emotions in the wife submits responses which 
varied from affirming and supportive to bitter and resentful, the mutual submission 
answers were all positive and appeared to indicate a healthy marital relationship. As was 
found in Q55, there was a noteworthy difference in the responses of men and women in 
Q51. Of the 147 unambiguous responses from women, 73% were coded as wife submits 
in contrast to 41% of the unambiguous responses from men. These results are shown in 
Table 12. 
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Table 12 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q51 
Gender 
Personal Definition of Submission (Q51) 
Total Ambiguous Wife submits Mutual submission No submission 
 
female 49 108 38 1 196 
male 21 13 18 1 53 
Total 70 122 56 2 250 
 
The last of the four questions that academically addressed how respondents and 
their spouses approached conflict was Question 40. This question approached the topic in 
a less straight-forward, slightly more personal way by asking them to choose the response 
that most closely described how they and their partner settle differences between them, 
and the results are illustrated in Figure 17. Despite the overwhelming choice of 
collaboration as the simplified definition in Q54, the majority choice of mutual 
submission in Q55, and the support for husband and wife working together in Q58, only 
38% said that they usually reach a solution that allows both spouses to get what they 
want, the response most closely related to collaboration. Only 35% of women selected 
this answer while 18% said that they willingly give in to their spouse, the response most 
closely related to accommodation. Men, on the other hand, reported that they and their 
spouse collaborate 49% of the time and 0% of men stated that their spouse willingly gave 
in to them. The breakdown by gender is shown in Table 13. This dramatic difference in 
the perception of men and women along with that found in Q51 and Q55 may be related 
to what Gallagher (2004) and Pope-Levinson and Levinson (2012) identified as a 
contemporary backlash against feminism that causes many women to embrace the 
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concept of complementarity and reject most ideas they perceive to be feminist, which 
may include equality in marriage.  
 
 
 
Table 13 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q40 
Gender 
How are (were) disagreements between you and your spouse usually settled? (Q40) 
Total 
My spouse 
usually 
willingly 
gives in to 
me. 
We usually 
compromise so 
that neither of us 
gets exactly what 
we want but neither 
of us has to give up 
everything. 
We are both 
very 
competitive, 
so one of us 
always wins 
and the other 
loses. 
We usually 
reach a 
solution that 
allows both of 
us to get what 
we want. 
I usually 
willingly 
give in to 
my 
spouse. 
My spouse 
and I never 
have 
disagreeme
nts. 
  1 3 0 3 3 0 10 
female 9 69 10 73 37 6 204 
male 0 18 3 27 8 2 58 
Total 10 90 13 103 48 8 272 
 
Figure 17. Q40 - How are (were) disagreements between you and your spouse usually settled? 
122 
 
 
 
Question 47, the first of the four questions in which participants responded to 
open-ended questions about specific conflict scenarios, asked how respondents and their 
spouse would decide how they would spend a Friday evening together when both of them 
had different ideas of what to do. Figure 18 shows the distribution of the responses.  
 
 
Not included in the pie chart here or in those for Questions 48-50 are the 
responses that I labeled ambiguous. These responses were either unclear as to conflict 
mode or failed to properly address the question. One- or two-word responses such as 
“Talk” or “Discuss it” were also classified as ambiguous since the nature of the 
imaginary discussion is not made clear and so could not be categorized as any one 
specific conflict mode. The remaining 195 replies were labeled one of the five conflict 
modes (Pruitt et al., 2003) primarily by looking for key words or phrases within each 
with then allowed me to quantify the responses. Some had language that could be labeled 
Figure 18. Q47 - Date night scenario 
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as more than one conflict mode. In such cases, I used either the mode listed first or the 
one that seemed more prominent. The results are listed in Table 14. There was not a great 
deal of difference in the responses of men and women, which can be seen in Table 15. 
Table 14 
Crosstabulation of Q37 and Q47 
How would you 
describe your level of 
marital happiness? 
(Q37) 
Date Night Responses (Q47) 
Total 
No response 
or ambiguous Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 
1 – Not happy at all 6 3 10 4 0 0 23 
2 9 3 7 1 1 0 21 
3 – About as happy 
as most married 
couples 
16 3 12 6 17 3 57 
4 24 0 12 16 37 6 95 
5 – Extremely happy 24 0 14 12 24 4 78 
Total 90 9 55 39 79 13 285 
 
Table 15 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q47 
Gender 
Date Night Scenario Responses (Q47) 
Total Accommodation Avoidance Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 female 39 8 31 59 7 144 
male 15 2 6 18 6 47 
Total 56 10 39 77 13 195 
 
Q47 responses that included such words as both, best, or together were classified 
as collaboration. Examples labeled collaboration include: “We talk about it and decide 
together which option will work best for that particular time”; “Talk about our options 
and make decision together of what we want to do”; and “We keep brainstorming until 
we find a different, third idea that sounds good to both of us.” Only 7% of the replies 
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were classified as collaboration, making it the second-lowest conflict mode used in this 
scenario, far below the 53% who identified it as closest to the biblical definition of 
submission in Q54. This can perhaps be explained by the statement made by several 
participants that this type of scenario was too insignificant to create serious conflict 
within their relationship. These statements were all positive, used cooperative language, 
and demonstrated evidence of healthy relationships. 
The conflict mode used most in this scenario was compromise at 40%. For this 
mode, I looked for words and phrases like compromise, take turns, happy medium, and 
alternate. Many of these responses had some variation on the idea of taking turns or 
doing what one spouse wanted to do one week and what the other wanted the next. 
Examples of this include: “We make plans to do the other option at a later date”; “Flip a 
coin. She decides this time, I decide next time”; and “We usually switch-off and take 
turns choosing. If we saw my movie last weekend, we try his restaurant for dinner this 
weekend.” It is important to note that not all responses that included the word 
compromise were categorized as compromise because the rest of the response did not 
match Pruitt et al’s (2003) definition. For example, “I feel like […] I usually give in. 
Sometimes it is discussed and we compromise,” was coded as accommodation because 
the first statement implies that accommodation is her usual reaction. Like those for 
collaboration, these responses were generally positive and gave the impression that the 
spouses were used to working together to find common ground or an acceptable 
alternative to one’s preference. 
Competition made up 20% of the date-night responses and were those that 
implied that the spouses either argued, made their decision based on who was the more 
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passionate for their choice, or if the respondent stated plainly that s/he always decides 
what they will do without input from the other. Some of these were more obviously 
competition than others, but most included words such as wants it more, strongest 
opinion, win, and strong preference. A few of these responses were: “I get my way”; “We 
decide based on how strongly the other feels”; and “Go with the suggestion of the person 
who seems to be more emotionally invested in the outcome.” Like those for both 
collaboration and compromise, the statements lacked anything obviously negative; 
however, most of these responses lacked the overall positive feelings and were more 
neutral. Several contained the phrase give in which seemed to imply a slight feeling of 
defeat or resentment. While 46% of these respondents rated their marital happiness as 4 
or 5 on Q37, 13% rated theirs as 1 or 2, and none of those who used collaboration or 
compromise rated theirs below 3. 
Accommodation was the second-most-used conflict mode in the date-night 
scenario and made up 28% of the responses. These replies did not have clear key words 
like the other modes but stated or implied that either the respondent willingly allowed 
his/her spouse to make choice of how they would spend their evening together or that 
s/he gave in to what the other wanted to do. Examples of accommodation answers 
include: “Whatever he wants because most of the time I don't care”; “Usually I will give 
in to what he wants to do because WHAT we do is not as important [to] me as spending 
time together”; “I do what he wants because when he's happy, so am i [sic]”; “He will 
talk until [I] give in”; and “Usually just do what my spouse wants to do. In this scenario it 
isn't worth arguing.” Forty-seven percent of accommodators reported their marital 
happiness at 4 or 5, 22% said they were about as happy as most married couples (3), and 
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31% rated it as 1 (Not at all happy) or 2. This was also clear in the emotional variety that 
was not seen in collaboration or compromise and ranged from resentful and angry (“My 
ex husband [sic] would end up demanding to spend time at the computer or on TV, no 
matter what my desires”; “whatever I decided to do or wherever I decided to go would be 
‘fine’ with her. In reality, nearly every suggestion which I would make would be 
rejected”) to loving and happy (“I normally just do what my husband wants to do as he 
has less free time than me. I value the time together than the choice of activity”; “I make 
it my priority to make sure that we spend the time the way she wants to spend it. If is 
[sic] also possible to do some things that I was wanting to do, we also do that”). Similar 
to the competition responses, the perceived level of marital happiness from Q37 were 
spread more evenly over the five modes.  
Avoidance was the least-used conflict mode and made up only 5% of this 
scenario. These responses contained words such as separate, nothing, and alone. Samples 
of these responses were: “We just wouldn’t do anything”; “We do our own separate 
things”; and “We usually do what he wants because I'd rather not have conflict.” Of those 
whose response was coded as avoidance, none had a perceive level of marital happiness 
over 3, and 66% reported it as 1 or 2. In contrast, none of those whose date-night conflict 
mode was collaboration rated their marital happiness below 3, and 77% rated it as 4 or 5. 
Table 14 shows the Chi square comparing the date-night responses (Q47) to the 
perceived level of marital happiness (Q37). 
Question 48, the second open-ended question that sought to establish conflict 
mode, asked respondents how they and their spouse would decide where to spend their 
vacation if they had different ideas of where to go, and the results are listed in Table 16: 
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Table 16 
Crosstabulation of Q37 and Q48 
How would you 
describe your level of 
marital happiness? 
(Q37) 
Vacation Scenario Responses (Q48) 
Total 
No response 
or ambiguous Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 
1 – Not happy at all 6 1 14 0 1 0 22 
2 7 3 4 4 1 2 21 
3 – About as happy 
as most married 
couples 
26 3 8 6 9 5 57 
4 47 0 3 10 23 12 95 
5 – Extremely happy 47 0 4 4 11 12 78 
Total 134 7 34 23 45 32 273 
 
Of the 258 responses to this question, 144 were labeled ambiguous, more than 50% 
higher than the date-night question and the highest of these four questions. Many of the 
ambiguous responses discussed where the participant and his/her spouse/family would go 
or how much cost would affect the decision rather than how they would decide where 
they would go. It is possible that I could have prevented this problem by clearly 
reminding participants that the focus of their answers needed to be on the process they 
would use to decide, not the decision itself. The responses to Q48 were the most evenly 
distributed of the four scenarios. The distribution is seen in Figure 19.  
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The percentage of respondents who chose collaboration was significantly higher 
(22% vs. 7%) in the vacation scenario than the date night, possibly because the situation 
was seen as more meaningful to the relationship or to the family than a single evening. 
Key words for collaboration for this question were similar to Q47. Among them were 
best, brainstorm, together, mutual, and family. Answers included: “We will continue to 
explore new ideas until we come up with something that is acceptable to both of us”; 
“what is best for the family as a whole is paramount. We endeavor to only do things that 
are best for the family”; “Brainstorm all of our options, then settle on something that we 
both enjoy that we can agree on”; and “We will keep working/talking/brainstorming until 
we can come up with a destination that meets our budget and makes both of us happy. 
We almost always approach situations trying to find a solution that we both feel good 
Figure 19. Q48 - Vacation scenario 
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about.” Of those who chose to collaborate in this situation, 75% rated their level of 
marital happiness (Q37) as 4 or 5, and only 6% rated it below 3. 
As was the case in the date-night scenario, compromise was the most utilized 
conflict mode (32%) for the vacation decision although slightly less than before. Many 
responses again contained the idea of a tradeoff, letting one spouse choose the vacation 
spot in one year and the other in the next. Many of these answers contained the word 
compromise, and most were coded as such for that reason. Samples statements from this 
scenario are: “We tend to alternate vacation destination decision since we each have very 
different ideas of what a vacation is”; “Discuss our reasons for our preferences and 
schedule both vacations, even if the second trip didn't take place until the next 
summer/school break”; “We will talk until we decide on a suitable compromise or we 
won't go”; and “We would probably make a list of acceptable places. We may not agree 
on our #1 choices, but we could probably compromise on another location.” Seventy-five 
percent of those who would use compromise to choose their vacation rated their level of 
marital happiness (Q37) as 4 or 5; 20% said they were about as happy as most married 
couples, and only 4% rated their happiness level as 1 (Not happy at all) or 2. 
Competition was less frequent in this scenario than the date night, comprising 
only 17% of these responses, but the concepts of winning, giving in, and strong feelings 
were again prominent. Examples of competitive responses from this scenario are: “We 
argue about the spending and finally settle on an amount which usually dictates where we 
go”; “This never happens. However, probably would resolve by discussion until one of us 
convinces the other. Probably do research on cost and present it to the other. Do a little 
persuading”; and “We consult friends, family, and resources - each trying to convince the 
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other of the best solution. Then one of us would compromise.” This last is an example of 
the use of the word compromise that would not be categorized as such since it does not fit 
Pruitt et al.’s (2003) definition. In this case, because he stated that they tried to convince 
each other what was best, this statement was coded as competition. Those who chose 
competition as their conflict mode in this case were overall less happy in their marriage 
than those who collaborated or compromised. Although none in this category said that 
they were not happy at all (1), 17% rated their happiness (Q37) at 2, 26% said they were 
about as happy as most married couples (3), 43% rated their happiness level at 4, and 
17% said that there were extremely happy (5). 
This scenario also saw a slightly lower use of accommodation (24%) than the date 
night. Examples of accommodating responses are: “I will be disappointed but would go 
along with husband in his decision”; “we discuss it, there is always give & take, the head 
of the household will ultimately have the final say”; “That's easy. This would be the 
husbands [sic] dominant area of power.  He might be willing to discuss where we go and 
what we do, as long as the options are things he is interested in, but how much we spend 
is absolutely his sole decision”; and “I would let him make the decision because I usually 
didn't care that much.” While there was something of the mixed emotions found in the 
accommodating date night answers, generally there was more animosity in these 
responses, and the level of marital happiness (Q37) was lower in this set as well. Only 
12% of these accommodators said that they were extremely happy (5), and 41% reported 
that they were not happy at all (1). 
Conflict avoiders made up only 5% of the responses to this question, and their 
reported level of marital happiness was similar to the date-night scenario with none rating 
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it over 3. Examples of answers coded avoidance are: “We don't decide and don't go”; “He 
did separate hunting vacations. We went once on a family vacation to where he did not 
want to go and that was a mistake”; and “We wouldn't do amything [sic].” Overall, these 
responses were negative, and the emotional impression they gave was resentful. 
Women in this scenario were more likely to accommodate or avoid than men 
(34% vs. 19%). Men were slightly more likely to compromise or collaborate (59% vs. 
51%) and also more likely to compete (22% vs. 15%). The gender differences for the 
vacation scenario are shown in Table 17. 
Table 17 
Crosstabultation of gender and Q48 
Gender 
Vacation Scenario Responses (Q48) 
Total Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 female 7 28 15 36 16 102 
male 1 4 6 7 9 27 
Total 8 34 21 43 25 131 
 
The third open-ended question in this section of the survey was Question 49. This 
question asked respondents to consider this scenario:  
Your spouse is very excited about a new career opportunity. S/he has been offered 
a new job with a higher salary, better benefits, and advancement opportunities in a 
city 1000 miles away. You do not want to move. You have a job that you love, 
your children are established in their schools, and you have many friends where 
you now live. How will you decide what to do? 
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This question was designed to present respondents with a situation in which his/her 
spouse might try to use emotional or relational pressure in order to accomplish a career 
goal, and the results are shown in Table 18: 
Table 18 
Crosstabulation of Q37 and Q49 
 
How would you 
describe your level of 
marital happiness? 
(Q37) 
Major Move Scenario (Q49) 
Total 
No response 
or ambiguous Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 
1 – Not happy at all 5 1 11 4 2 0 23 
2 10 0 8 1 1 1 21 
3 – About as happy 
as most married 
couples 
21 0 16 9 1 10 57 
4 37 0 27 9 3 19 95 
5 – Extremely 
happy 
33 0 16 7 4 18 78 
Total 106 1 78 30 11 48 274 
 
As in Q48, there were a number of participants whose response centered on what 
decision they would make instead of how they and their spouse would arrive at that 
decision. These were categorized as ambiguous and are not included in the percentages 
for the five conflict modes. This scenario also produced a large number of responses that 
included prayer as a major part of or the exclusive action in the decision-making process. 
Since participants were all Christians, this was not surprising, but because each 
individual’s process of prayer differs, it could not be easily or clearly classified as a part 
of a specific conflict mode; therefore, responses that listed prayer as the sole action were 
labeled ambiguous. Those that included prayer as one element of the decision-making 
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process were categorized by other elements in the response. Figure 20 shows the results 
by percentage. 
              
 
The collaboration responses to this question made up 29% of the total. Of the four 
questions in this set, it was the highest for this conflict mode but was just over half of 
those who said that collaboration was the best description of biblical submission in Q54. 
As was the case for collaborative responses in Q48, these answers focused on the good of 
the family, working together, and coming to the best decision for everyone involved. Key 
words and phrases in these answers were family, pros and cons, research, mutual, and 
together. These responses included: “Careful consideration of all the facts. A job change 
for my spouse could not be good for him if it was not good for our family”; “Would have 
to weigh all the factors and involve the children in the decision, but moving is not always 
a negative thing”; “Weigh the pros and cons and go with what is best for the entire 
Figure 20. Q49 - Major move scenario 
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family. We have made "big" moves for jobs already in our marriage”; and “We do what 
is in the best interest for our family, not what is best for one person. If my husband does 
not support the move, and my children would be upset and resent moving then despite 
more money, etc., the benefits would not outweigh the cons. Such a decision would effect 
[sic] the whole family and thus the whole family would need to weigh in on making it.” 
Once again, the common feeling among these answers were positive, upbeat, and 
optimistic and most clearly demonstrate a strong, healthy marriage relationship. Of those 
who would utilize collaboration to make this decision, 98% reported their level of marital 
happiness as 3 or higher (Q37), and 77% rated it as 4 or 5. 
The percentage of respondents who would use compromise to make the major-
move decision was only 6%, a dramatic drop from the two previous questions. There was 
no clear reason why this was the case, but one clear commonality among the compromise 
responses was idea of a commuter marriage. The willingness, or unwillingness, to 
consider such an arrangement may have contributed to the low number who chose 
compromise. Sample responses include: “He goes to his new job during the week and 
comes home on the weekend”; “My daughter only has 2 yrs left of high school my 
husband would take the job and I would stay until she finishes. We would visit him every 
chance we get”; and “Small apt, keep home in established area.” The general feelings of 
these responses were mixed but mostly positive. Table 18 shows that 73% of 
compromisers in this scenario rated their level of marital happiness as 4 or 5; however, at 
27% this question had the highest percentage of compromisers who rated it 1 or 2. 
Although no participant used competition in every scenario, the percentage of 
participants who choose competition as their conflict mode remained fairly constant at 
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18% for the major-move scenario. As before, many of these responses included the idea 
of arguing or of the spouses trying to persuade each other. There were also those that 
stated plainly what s/he would allow or accept regardless of what the other partner 
wanted or that implied that the job/career of one spouse trumped that of the other. Sample 
responses from this group are: “My husband knows that I do not want to relocate. This is 
something we talked about before marriage. We would not relocate”; “If this happened 
all-of-a-sudden, I guess it would be a deal breaker. I don't want to be married to a career 
woman and planting roots was important from day one”; “Where we live has typically 
been decided on where my job is first, then my wife's primarily because her job is one 
that she could find in almost any larger-ish city”; “Discuss. Mostly go with what I want”; 
and “That's a hard one. I can't imagine that happening. We would probably stay put. I 
would not consider a move in that circumstance no matter what.” As was found in Q47 
and Q48, the overall, but not exclusive, impression given in these responses was one of 
animosity and rivalry. Fifty-three percent of the competitors in this scenario rated their 
marital happiness (Q37) as 4 or 5, 17% rated it as 1 or 2, and 30% said they were about as 
happy as most married couples (3).  
The percentage of respondents who would use accommodation (46%) was almost 
double that of the vacation scenario and was the most-utilized conflict mode in this 
scenario. Many stated that they would sacrifice in one way or another to follow the 
spouse with the new job. A few examples from this scenario are: “I would not stand in 
the way of his career”; “He is the bread winner in our family. We move. If it is me with 
the new job opportunity we pray about it and look at all our options”; “if my husband 
asked me to move for a job he truly wanted, I would move for him and I know he would 
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do the same for me”; “I will tell him my strong feelings about not moving, but I will say I 
also agree with what he thinks is best”; “My husband is the head of the household and the 
main breadwinner. Where he goes we go!”; and “My input is not considered.” There was 
a mix of feelings in these statements that ranged from positive, upbeat, and ready for a 
challenge to angry, bitter, and resentful. A slightly higher percentage of these 
accommodators (21%) said that there were extremely happy (Q37), and 55% rated their 
happiness level as either 4 or 5. Twenty-one percent said that they were about as happy as 
most married couples (3) while 24% rated their marital happiness as 1 or 2. 
Only one respondent (<1%) would avoid the conflict. Her statement was “We 
don't decide. Either one loses the opportunity or one would move off leaving the other 
behind.” There is apparent resentment in the statement that would help to explain the 
perceived marital happiness rating of 1.  
Female respondents in the major move scenario were much more likely to avoid 
or accommodate than the males (54% to 24%). Men were more likely to compromise or 
collaborate (48% to 32%) and more likely to compete (27% to 14%). The gender results 
are displayed in Table 19. 
Table 19 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q49 
Gender 
Major Move Scenario (Q49) 
Total Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 female 1 73 19 10 33 136 
male 0 7 8 1 13 29 
Total 1 81 27 11 47 167 
 
The last of this series of questions asked participants to consider this scenario: 
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You and your spouse agree that your house is not appropriate for your family and 
you need to find a different place to live. Your spouse finds a house that is a good 
size for your family in a great neighborhood, but you can only afford it if major 
budget cuts are made in several areas, and you are nervous about taking such a 
risk in the current economy. Your spouse thinks your worries are unfounded. How 
will you decide what to do? 
Because money issues have been shown to have a major effect on marriage (Conger et 
al., 1990; Cleek & Pearson, 1985; Washburn & Christensen, 2008), this question was 
designed to present respondents with a major financial decision that could have a 
negative economic impact on the family, and the results are shown in Table 20. As in the 
major move scenario above, many participants noted the importance that prayer would 
play an important part of their decision making. If prayer was the only action mentioned, 
the response was classified as ambiguous. If prayer was included as a part of a larger 
process, the other elements of the process determined how the response was categorized. 
Figure 21 breaks down the results by percentage. 
Table 20 
Crosstabulation of Q37 and Q50 
How would you 
describe your level 
of marital 
happiness? (Q37) 
New Home Scenario (Q50) 
Total 
No response 
or ambiguous Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 
1 – Not happy at 
all 
5 1 13 3 1 0 23 
2 4 0 10 6 0 1 21 
3 – About as 
happy as most 
married couples 
32 0 11 6 3 5 57 
4 48 0 21 10 5 11 95 
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5 – Extremely 
happy 
38 0 17 9 5 9 78 
Total 127 1 72 34 14 26 274 
 
      
 
 
Despite the results of Q54 and although this scenario could have a major financial 
impact on the family, a smaller percentage of respondents (18%) reported that they would 
use collaboration to resolve the conflict in this scenario. The key words here were almost 
identical to those in the other three scenarios: best, family, together, pros and cons, and 
agree. Some of the collaborative responses were: “Point out my concerns and research 
the alternatives. We will pray about it, talk it over and make a decision together”; “We do 
what is best for our family”; “Conversation together - budget cuts are fine if we both 
agree to it, and if the long term benefit for the entire family is clear (better house etc) than 
the sacrifice is worth it”; and “We would discuss it, look over our budget together, rank 
Figure 21. Q50 - New home scenario 
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our priorities and determine the wisest choice together after prayerful reflection.” As in 
the other three scenarios, the general feeling of these responses is positive and 
demonstrates unity within the relationship. No collaborators rated their level of marital 
happiness (Q37) as 1 (Not happy at all), and only 4% rated it as 2. Nineteen percent said 
that they were about as happy as most married couples (3), and 77% rated it as 4 or 5.  
Compromise made up only 9% of the unambiguous new home scenario responses. 
Many of these statements included the idea of looking for a less expensive house. 
Examples of these responses: “I would continue to look for houses and see if there was a 
comparable, less expensive house. If none were available, I would study the budget and 
see if the cuts were manageable. It would take a long time to make a decision”; “We 
would talk about it and pray about it and probably continue looking for another house!”; 
and “We will just keep talking about it and looking for other options while we are making 
the decision.” There was no negative impression given by any of these responses, and 
only 7% rated their level of marital happiness (Q37) lower than 3. 
The new home scenario resulted in a higher percentage of competitive responses 
(23%) than any of the others. Many participants said that they would try to persuade their 
spouse to agree with them, and the responses contained key words such as convince, 
protest, and stubborn. Some of the competitive responses were: “Weigh risks rewards. 
Seek wise counsel. Ultimately, I would make final decision since I handle finances and 
am the income and credit provider”; “In our particular case, I am in charge of the budget, 
so my opinion regarding money would carry more weight”; and “I will continue to stand 
my ground and search for other, more affordable options. My spouse would not make 
such a decision if I were not in agreement, so we would have to find something with 
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which I was comfortable too.” The competitors in the previous three scenarios had 
marital happiness ratings (Q37) that were spread over all five levels, and the same is true 
here. Those who rated their happiness as 4 or 5 made up 56% of the total, 18% rated it as 
3 (about as happy as most married couples), and 26% reported their happiness level as 1 
or 2. This variety is also evident in the overall feeling of the responses. While a few are 
more or less positive, there are others that are more combative. 
The new home scenario had the highest percentage of accommodators of any 
question in this set. Forty-nine percent of participants who gave unambiguous answers 
said that they would go along with their spouse’s preference on purchasing the new 
home, many despite their own reservations. A number of respondents noted that they 
would trust their spouse’s judgment in this situation because s/he handles the family’s 
finances. A sample of the accommodating responses from this scenario are: “My husband 
is better with financial matters because of his education and training, so I would most 
likely trust him if he thought it was a wise decision”; “Since I handle all our finances, I 
would trust [m]y instincts. If he said this is what we need to do, I would trust him and do 
it”; “Discuss pros and cons, map out a budget. Final decision will mostly be his”; “I will 
try to have my say but he will do what he wants”; “My spouse has a better head for 
money than I. If she says it's right, it's right”; “We would do [what] he wanted”; and “We 
do what he wants to do and I bear the brunt of the cost cutting. His needs and wants are 
what is considered.” As has been seen in the previous scenarios, the modes of these 
accommodating answers vary greatly from begrudging and full of ire to trusting and 
loyal. 
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There was again only one avoider in this scenario, the same avoider as the 
previous question. Her response was “We don't decide and don't take the house but it 
leaves resentment.” Her level of perceived marital happiness was 1, not surprising given 
her answers throughout this section. 
The results of gender differences in this scenario was similar to that of the 
previous three open-ended responses and are displayed in Table 21. Women were more 
likely than men to avoid or accommodate (56% to 29%). Men were much more apt to 
compromise or collaborate (44% to 13%) and slightly more likely to compete (26% to 
21%).  
Table 21 
Crosstabulation of gender and Q50 
Gender 
New House Scenario (Q50) 
Total Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 female 1 62 24 11 14 112 
male 0 10 9 3 12 34 
Total 1 72 33 14 26 146 
 
Sub-hypothesis #1 
My first sub-hypothesis stated: If a woman is over the age of 50, then she will 
have a higher perceived level of personal submission within her marital relationship than 
will a woman younger than age 50. The age range of respondents is illustrated in Figure 
22: 
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Respondents reported their personal level of submission in Question 56, and the results 
from female participants are shown in Table 22: 
Table 22 
Crosstabulation of female respondents’ age range and Q56 
 Age range 
Perceived Level of Personal Submissiveness (Q56) 
Total 
No 
response 
1 – Not at all 
submissive 2 3 4 
5 – Extremely 
submissive 
 30 & Under 3 0 1 6 6 0 16  
31-40 1 0 4 16 17 1 39 
41-50 5 3 12 25 16 1 62 
51-60 4 4 6 19 23 2 58 
61-70 1 4 1 14 10 0 30 
Over 70 0 0 0 4 1 0 5 
Total 14 11 24 84 73 4 210 
 
Figure 22. Respondents' age range 
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Overall, this table shows that a majority of women (80%) rated their personal level of 
submissiveness as 3 or 4, 18% said that they were 1 (not at all submissive), 12% rated 
themselves as 2, and only 2% reported that they were extremely submissive (5). Of those 
women 30 and under who responded to this question, 92% rated their submissiveness as 
3 or 4 out of 5. None rated themselves as either 1 or 5. A slightly smaller percentage of 
women in their 30s (87%) rated themselves as 3 or 4, 11% said their submissiveness was 
a 2, 3% rated it as 5, but again none said that they were not at all submissive. Female 
respondents in their 40s reported their level of submission at 72% at 3 or 4, 26% at 1 or 2, 
and only 2% at 5. Seventy-eight percent of women in their 50s rated themselves as 3 or 4, 
18% as 1 or 2, and 4% as 5. Of the women in their 60s and 70s, 85% said that their level 
of submission was 3 or 4, 15% said 1 or 2, and no one rated it as 5. In order to determine 
the overall perceived level of submissiveness for women in each age group, each 
response was given a point value equal to the number in that response (i.e., a response of 
“not at all submissive” was given a point value of 1, and a response of “extremely 
submissive” was given a point value of 5), and the overall level of submissiveness for 
each age group was calculated by dividing the total points in each row by the number of 
respondents in that group. Those results are shown in Table 23. 
Table 23 
Calculated total of respondents' perceived level of submissiveness 
Age range 
Calculated total of female respondents' perceived level of 
submissiveness (Q56) 
Total 
1 – Not at all 
submissive 2 3 4 
5 – Extremely 
submissive 
 30 & Under 0 2 18 24 0 44/13=3.38 
31-40 0 8 48 68 5 129/38=3.39 
41-50 3 24 75 64 5 171/57=3.00 
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51-60 4 12 57 92 10 175/54=3.24 
61-70 4 2 42 40 0 88/29=3.03 
Over 70 0 0 12 4 0 16/5=3.2 
 
Using this method, the most submissive women are those under age 40, a number that 
does not support my hypothesis. Women ages 41-50 were the least submissive overall 
with women over 70 just slightly higher. 
While no single age group was dramatically different than the others for Q56, the 
results were not what I expected to find. The 92% of women 30 and under who reported 
their personal level of submissiveness as 3 or 4 was much higher than I expected to see in 
this age group and was the highest of all female age ranges. My expectations were based 
on the assumption that younger women were less traditional, more independent, and 
therefore more likely to view the concept of submission as old fashioned and 
unappealing, but that does not appear to be the case for those who participated in this 
survey. The 30 and under group is the only one in which 100% of respondents are 
married to their first spouse (Table 24), and an overwhelming 94% of this group rated 
their perceived level of marital happiness as 3 or higher (Table 25), the highest level  of 
any age group, and 37% rated it as 5. The only group with an overall higher level of 
marital happiness was 70 and over at 100%.  
Table 24 
Crosstabulation of female respondents’ age range and marital status 
 Age range 
Marital status of female respondents 
Total 
Married to first 
spouse 
Married to spouse 
other than first 
Single, 
divorced 
Single, 
widowed 
 30 & Under 16 0 0 0 16 
31-40 34 2 3 0 39 
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41-50 47 13 2 0 62 
51-60 37 10 8 3 58 
61-70 19 8 2 1 30 
Over 70 1 2 0 2 5 
Total 154 35 15 6 211 
 
Table 25 
Crosstabulation of respondents’ age range and Q37 
 Age range 
Perceived level of marital happiness of female respondents (Q37) 
Total 
No 
response 
1 – Not happy 
at all 2 
3 – About as happy as 
most married couples 4 
5 – Extremely 
happy 
 30 & Under 0 0 1 3 6 6 16 
31-40 1 5 2 4 12 15 39 55 
41-50 2 5 8 15 18 14 62 78 
51-60 1 6 5 15 19 12 58 81 
61-70 1 4 1 7 11 6 30 83 
Over 70 0 0 0 0 3 2 5 
Total 5 20 17 44 69 55 210 
 
Sub-hypothesis #2 
My second sub-hypothesis stated: If a person has a lower level of education, then 
s/he will interpret biblical submission as avoidance and/or accommodation more often 
than will a person who is more educated. Participants were given eight levels of 
education from which to choose: Did not complete high school; High school or 
equivalent; Currently attending college; Some college, but no degree; Associate degree; 
Bachelor’s degree, Graduate degree, Professional degree. These were later categorized 
into two groups: College degree and No college degree. The percentages are shown in 
Figure 23: 
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Question 54 asked respondents outright which of Pruitt et al.’s (2003) five conflict modes 
related most closely to submission. The results are shown in Table 26: 
Table 26 
Crosstabulation of respondents' level of education and Q54 
Respondents’ 
level of 
education 
Which of these words do you most closely relate to the word submission? 
(Q54) 
Total 
No 
response Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 
College 
degree 
16 3 43 4 44 110 220 
No college 
degree 
4 1 14 0 8 21 48 
Total 20 4 57 4 52 131 268 
 
Of those who had an education level less than a completed college degree, 34% chose 
avoidance or accommodation, but only 23% of those with a college degree agreed. These 
Figure 23. Respondents' education level 
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are similar to the percentages in the responses to Question 55 which asked who should 
submit to whom within the marriage relationship. There is again a small difference in 
those with and those without a college degree. Twenty-five percent of college graduates 
said that only the wife should submit compared to 73% who chose mutual submission. 
For non-college graduates, 36% chose wife submits while 61% selected mutual 
submission. These results are shown in Table 27: 
Table 27 
Crosstabulation of respondents' level of education and Q55 
Respondents’ level 
of education 
Who should submit? (Q55) 
Total 
No 
response 
A wife should 
submit to her 
husband. 
Both a husband and 
wife should submit to 
one another. 
Submission has no place 
in the marriage 
relationship. 
 
College degree 16 51 149 4 204 
No college 
degree 
4 16 27 1 44 
Total 20 69 176 5 248 
 
Despite these apparently more progressive responses, when answering an open-
ended question that asked for their personal definition of biblical submission, only 25% 
of college graduates gave a response that was coded as mutual submission while 44% 
gave a response that was coded as wife submits. For non-college graduates, the difference 
in the percentages was even greater: 11% coded mutual submission and 68% wife 
submits. These results are shown in Table 28. Similar numbers were found in the coded 
responses to Question 49, the Major Move Scenario. In the non-ambiguous responses by 
college graduates, 47% were coded as avoidance or accommodation; 38% were coded as 
compromise or collaboration. The differences in the numbers for non-college graduates 
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was again more dramatic: 57% avoidance or accommodation, and only 20% compromise 
or collaboration. These results are seen in Table 29. As a whole, these numbers appear to 
support my hypothesis that more educated individuals rely less on the low-self conflict 
modes than do the less educated. 
 
Table 28 
Crosstabulation of respondents' level of education and Q51 
Respondents’ level 
of education 
Personal definition of submission (Q51) 
Total 
No 
response Ambiguous Wife submits 
Mutual 
submission No submission 
 
College degree 16 61 90 51 2 220 
No college degree 4 9 30 5 0 48 
Total 20 70 120 56 2 268 
 
Table 29 
Crosstabulation of respondents' level of education and Q49 
Respondents’ 
level of education 
Major Move Scenario Responses (Q49) 
Total 
No response 
or ambiguous Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 
College degree 85 1 63 20 9 42 220 
No college 
degree 
18 0 17 7 2 4 48 
Total 103 1 80 27 11 46 268 
 
Sub-hypothesis #3 
My third sub-hypothesis stated: If a person is more politically conservative, then 
s/he will interpret biblical submission as avoidance and/or accommodation more often 
than will a person who is more politically liberal. This hypothesis was based on the 
culturally popular idea that those who are politically conservative are also more socially 
conservative and more likely to espouse views that are anti-feminist (Greeley & Hout, 
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2006; Himmelstein, 1986). Respondents were given a choice of six political views from 
which to choose: Very conservative; Conservative; Moderate leaning conservative; 
Moderate leaning liberal; Liberal; Very liberal. These were recoded into three groups: 
Conservative, Moderate, and Liberal. The results are illustrated in Figure 24: 
 
 
Looking first at the simple question of conflict mode in Question 54 (Pruitt et al., 
2003) and respondents’ political view, there was little difference in the percentages of 
those who self-report as conservative, moderate, or liberal. These results are shown in 
Table 30. 
Table 30 
Crosstabulation of respondents’ political view and Q54 
Political view 
Which of these words do you most closely relate to the word submission? (Q54) 
Total 
No 
response Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 Conservative 8 2 29 0 28 73 140 
Moderate 10 2 22 3 20 47 104 
Figure 24. Respondents' political views 
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Liberal 2 0 6 1 4 10 23 
Total 20 4 57 4 52 130 267 
 
Among those who labeled themselves as conservative, 23% said that either avoidance or 
accommodation is the appropriate interpretation; 26% of moderates, and 29% of liberals 
agreed. Conservatives chose compromise or collaboration at a rate of 73%; 71% of 
moderates and 67% of liberals concurred. I was surprised that the distribution of the 
responses of politically liberal respondents was essentially the same as conservatives and 
moderates on this straight-forward question. Only 8% of survey participants self-
identified as liberal, so this may have resulted in numbers that were less reliable than 
those of moderates and conservatives; however, it is also possible that fewer Christians 
consider themselves politically liberal. There was a greater difference in the responses to 
Question 55 which asked who in the marriage relationship should submit to whom. 
Thirty-three percent of conservatives and 24% of moderates said that submission was the 
role of the wife, but no liberals agree (Table 31). Although nearly two-thirds (65%) of 
conservatives took what would be considered a more progressive view and said that 
submission should be mutual, the percentages were greater among moderates (74%) and 
liberals (90%). 
Table 31 
Crosstabulation of respondents’ political view and Q55 
Political view 
Who should submit? (Q55) 
Total 
No 
response 
A wife should 
submit to her 
husband. 
A husband 
should submit 
to his wife. 
Both a husband and 
wife should submit to 
one another. 
Submission has no 
place in the marriage 
relationship. 
 
Conservativ
e 
8 44 0 86 2 140 
Moderate 10 23 0 70 1 104 
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Liberal 2 0 0 19 2 23 
Total 20 67 0 175 5 267 
 
Question 38 asked respondents to rate the importance of submission within the 
marriage relationship on a scale of 1 (not important at all) to 5 (extremely important). The 
distribution of results based on the respondents’ political view is shown in Table 32. 
Conservatives overwhelmingly support the concept of submission with only 12% rating it 
as 1 or 2. The opinions of moderates were fairly evenly distributed with the greatest 
number (31%) rating it as 3. Only 18% of liberals said that submission was extremely 
important while 36% said it was not important at all. 
 
Table 32 
Crosstabulation of respondents' political views and Q38 
Political view 
How important is submission within the marriage relationship? (Q38) 
Total 
No 
response 
1 – Not important 
at all 2 3 4 
5 – Extremely 
important 
 
Conservative 5 8 8 31 45 43 140 
Moderate 1 14 16 32 21 20 104 
Liberal 1 8 2 6 2 4 23 
Total 7 30 26 69 68 67 267 
 
When the responses to the non-ambiguous, open-ended questions were broken 
down by political view, the differences were much more significant. Question 51 asked 
respondents for their personal definition of submission, and the responses were coded as 
previously noted. These results are seen in Table 33: 
Table 33 
Crosstabulation of respondents' political view and Q51 
Political view Personal definition of submission (Q51) Total 
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No response 
or ambiguous Wife submits 
Mutual 
submission No submission 
 Conservative 49 77 14 0 140 
Moderate 34 38 32 0 104 
Liberal 7 5 9 2 23 
Total 90 120 55 2 267 
 
Conservatives had the highest percentage of responses coded as wife submits (85%) and 
the lowest coded mutual submission (15%). Moderates were almost evenly divided (54% 
wife, 46% mutual); 31% of liberals’ responses were coded wife submits, 56% as mutual 
submission, and 13% as no submission. Liberals were the only group to give responses 
that implied that submission has no place in marriage. The open-ended responses given to 
Q49, the Major Move Scenario, did not show such a drastic difference between political 
groups (Table 34). Conservatives had 57% of their responses coded as avoidance or 
accommodation; 44% of moderates, and 47% of liberals were coded the same. Fewer 
conservatives (29%) had responses labeled compromise or collaboration; 44% of 
moderates and 33% of liberals were similarly classified. 
 
Table 34 
Crosstabultation of respondents' political view and Q49 
Political view 
Major Move Scenario Responses (Q49) 
Total 
No response or 
ambiguous Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 
Conservative 47 1 48 17 3 24 140 
Moderate 47 0 25 7 6 19 104 
Liberal 8 0 7 3 2 3 23 
Total 102 1 80 27 11 46 267 
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Sub-hypothesis #4 
My fourth sub-hypothesis stated: If a person has a more positive view of 
feminism, then s/he is less likely to define biblical submission as avoidance and/or 
accommodation than a person who has a negative view of feminism. This is the variable 
that I expected to demonstrate a significant difference in respondents’ definition and self-
reporting of personal submission. Among those who responded to my survey, only 14% 
say they are actively anti-feminists while 25% consider themselves feminists; however, 
45% say that although they do not identify themselves as feminists, they do believe that 
the women’s movement has done much to improve the lives of women (see Figure 25).  
 
 
These numbers are even less dramatic than were found in a recent YouGov (2013) poll in 
which 20% self-identified as either a feminist or strong feminist, 8% as anti-feminist or 
strong anti-feminist, and 65% reported themselves as neither feminist nor anti-feminist. 
Figure 25. Q15 - What is your opinion of feminism? 
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The breakdown of respondents’ political views and their opinions of feminism was what I 
expected to find and is show in Table 35: 
Table 35 
Crosstabulation of respondents' political view and their opinion of feminism 
Political view 
What is your opinion of feminism? (Q15) 
Total 
No 
response 
I am an 
active 
feminist. 
I am a 
feminist but 
not active. 
I am not a feminist, 
but feminism has 
helped women. 
I am actively 
anti-feminist. 
I have no 
opinion on 
feminism. 
 
Conservative 1 0 9 64 34 32 140 
Moderate 1 5 33 50 4 11 104 
Liberal 0 7 10 5 0 1 23 
Total 2 12 52 119 38 44 267 
 
While only 6% of conservatives and 37% of moderates identified themselves as active 
feminists, 74% of liberals reported the same. Twenty-four percent of conservatives and 
22% of liberals said that they did not consider themselves to be feminists but they did 
believe the women’s movement had improved the lives of women while 49% of 
moderates felt the same. As would be expected, no liberals self-reported as anti-feminists, 
but 4% of moderates did. Surprisingly, only 24% of conservatives said that they were 
actively anti-feminist. 
When comparing respondents’ opinion of feminism and their method of setting 
differences with their spouses, there was surprisingly little difference between feminists 
and non-feminists. Of those who identified themselves as feminists 15% reported that 
they usually give in to their spouse (accommodation/avoidance) while 17% of those who 
said they were either not feminists or were anti-feminists also said that they were 
accommodators/avoiders. There was a slightly greater difference in those who claimed to 
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be collaborators. While 42% of feminists were collaborators, 38% of non-feminists 
classified themselves as such. Overall, I did not see a great deal of difference between 
feminists and non-feminists. This could be because the intensity of the feminism of those 
in my survey was somewhat tempered by their Christianity, but this cannot be assumed 
by the data collected. A cross tabulation of Q15 (feminism) and Q40 (how spouses settle 
differences) is seen in Table 36. 
Table 36 
Crosstabulation of respondents’ opinion of feminism and Q40 
What is your 
opinion of 
feminism? 
(Q15) 
How do you and your spouse settle differences between you? (Q40) 
Total 
Spouse 
accommodates/ 
avoids Compromise Competition Collaboration 
I accommodate/ 
avoid 
 
 
We never 
argue 
 
I am actively 
feminist. 0 4 1 4 1 1 11 
I am a 
feminist but 
not active. 
0 16 1 21 8 2 48 
I am not a 
feminist, but 
feminism has 
helped 
women. 
5 33 9 43 15 4 109 
I am actively 
anti-feminist 2 13 0 12 10 0 37 
I have no 
opinion of 
feminism. 1 15 1 14 9 1 41 
Total 8 81 12 94 43 8 246 
 
Sub-hypothesis #5 
My final sub-hypothesis stated: If a person lives in a less populated area (rural 
location or small town), then s/he will interpret biblical submission as avoidance and/or 
accommodation more often than will a person who lives in a large urban or suburban 
area. The distribution of participants by location is illustrated in Figure 26: 
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Again looking at the basic question of which of Pruitt et al.’s (2003) terms best fit 
the definition of submission, 26% of participants who live in rural areas chose 
accommodation as the correct definition while 5% chose competition and 68% chose 
compromise or collaboration. Small town respondents chose accommodation at a rate of 
14% and compromise or collaboration at 86%. Small city dwellers were one of only two 
groups to choose avoidance (3%). Twenty-two percent of this group chose 
accommodation, and 75% chose compromise or collaboration. Those in the suburbs also 
chose avoidance at a rate of 2%, accommodation at 29%, competition at 1%, and 
compromise or collaboration at 68%. Lastly, 16% of those in large urban areas selected 
accommodation, 6% chose competition, and 77% chose compromise or collaboration. 
These results are show in Table 37. 
Figure 26. Location of respondents 
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Table 37 
Crosstabulation of location of respondents and Q54 
Location of 
respondents 
Which of these words do you most closely relate to the word submission? 
(Q54) 
Total 
No 
response Avoidance Accommodation Competition Compromise Collaboration 
 
Rural area 2 0 5 1 4 9 21 
Small town 1 0 4 0 7 17 29 
Small city 11 2 17 0 15 44 89 
Suburbs 8 2 27 1 19 45 102 
Large urban area 3 0 5 2 7 17 34 
Total 25 4 58 4 52 132 275 
 
When asked the generic question of who should submit to whom within the 
marriage relationship (Q55), 37% of those in rural areas said that only the wife should 
submit, 58% said that submission should be mutual, and 5% said that submission has no 
place in the marriage relationship. The responses from small town participants were 
similar: 32% said a wife should submit, and 68% said submission should be mutual. 
Suburbanites responded very similarly. Thirty-five percent said the wife should submit, 
64% said mutual submission was the correct interpretation, and 1% said there should be 
no submission. The results from those in small cities and those in large urban areas were 
similar to one another but more dramatic than the other groups. Only 19% of those in 
small cities and 17% in large urban areas said the wife should submit; 78% in small cities 
and 80% in urban areas felt it should be mutual, and 3% in each group said that 
submission had no place in marriage. These results are shown in Table 38. 
Table 38 
Crosstabulation of location of respondents and Q55 
Who should submit? (Q55) Total 
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Location of 
respondents 
No 
response 
A wife should 
submit to her 
husband. 
A husband 
should submit 
to his wife 
Both a husband 
and wife should 
submit to one 
another. 
Submission has no 
place in the 
marriage 
relationship. 
 
Rural area 2 7 0 11 1 21 
Small town 1 9 0 19 0 29 
Small city 11 15 0 61 2 89 
Suburbs 8 33 0 60 1 102 
Large urban area 3 5 0 25 1 34 
Total 25 69 0 176 5 275 
 
As was found in the previous results, these numbers do not hold up when 
participants answer open-ended questions. When asked to give their personal definition 
of submission, 80% of those in rural areas gave an answer that was coded as wife submits 
while the remaining 20% were coded as mutual submission. Seventy-one percent of 
answers given by those in small towns and 76% in suburban areas were coded as wife 
submits; 29% and 24% were coded mutual submission respectively. Once again, the 
responses from those in small cities and in large urban areas were similar to one another 
and were somewhat different from the other groups. In small cities, 53% of responses 
were coded as wife submits, 48% as mutual submission, and 2% as no submission. For 
large urban dwellers, 62% were wife submits, 33% were mutual submission, and 5% were 
no submission. The distribution of responses for this crosstabulation are shown in Table 
39. 
Table 39 
Crosstabulation of location of respondents and Q51 
Location of 
respondents 
Personal Definition of Submission (Q51) 
Total 
No response 
or ambiguous Wife submits 
Mutual 
submission No submission 
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Rural area 6 12 3 0 21 
Small town 8 15 6 0 29 
Small city 40 26 22 1 89 
Suburbs 28 56 18 0 102 
Large urban area 13 13 7 1 34 
Total 95 122 56 2 275 
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Chapter 5: 
Analysis and Discussion 
The results of this study produced several important findings that may be of 
interest to church leaders as well as to researchers in such fields as sociology, religion, 
and conflict resolution. First, the opinions of Christians and Christian women in 
particular are not monolithic. While many hold to conservative political and social views, 
others are more progressive, and even within these groups there are significant 
differences. It would be a mistake to assume that all Christians or all Christian women, 
even all those within a certain demographic, are all in agreement on any particular topic. 
The question of submission has been demonstrated here to be one in which there are a 
variety of interpretations and opinions. 
I drew two significant conclusions from this study. First, those who believe that 
compromise or collaboration is the best interpretation of biblical submission report an 
overall higher level of marital happiness than those who interpret it as avoidance or 
accommodation. This is true regardless of whether or not they actually utilize the higher-
self conflict modes to resolve differences within their marriage relationship. Even the 
ideal of a higher level of equality appears to translate itself into a more satisfying 
relationship. Despite the fact that these participants may willingly accommodate their 
spouse in various situations, their reported level of marital happiness is higher than those 
who define it as one of the low-self conflict modes. Those who rely on the low-self 
conflict modes of avoidance and accommodation based on their interpretation of the New 
Testament passages tended to do so with resentment and bitterness, possibly because they 
do not experience the same level of personal dignity as those whose understanding of the 
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biblical passages does not denigrate their self-worth or perhaps because they feel forced 
to accommodate to their spouse’s wishes. In John 10:17-18, Jesus is speaking to his 
disciples about his crucifixion when he said, “The reason my Father loves me is that I lay 
down my life—only to take it up again. No one takes it from me, but I lay it down of my 
own accord. I have authority to lay it down and authority to take it up again.” Later in 
John 13, on the night before his trial, Jesus and his apostles were eating the Passover 
meal when he made himself their servant by washing their feet: 
The evening meal was in progress, and the devil had already prompted 
Judas, the son of Simon Iscariot, to betray Jesus. Jesus knew that the 
Father had put all things under his power, and that he had come from God 
and was returning to God; so he got up from the meal, took off his outer 
clothing, and wrapped a towel around his waist. After that, he poured 
water into a basin and began to wash his disciples’ feet, drying them with 
the towel that was wrapped around him. […] 
When he had finished washing their feet, he put on his clothes and 
returned to his place. “Do you understand what I have done for you?” he 
asked them. “You call me ‘Teacher’ and ‘Lord,’ and rightly so, for that is 
what I am. Now that I, your Lord and Teacher, have washed your feet, you 
also should wash one another’s feet. I have set you an example that you 
should do as I have done for you. Very truly I tell you, no servant is 
greater than his master, nor is a messenger greater than the one who sent 
him. Now that you know these things, you will be blessed if you do them 
(John 13:2-5, 12-17). 
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Jesus understood who he was, and he understood his mission. He was not forced to offer 
himself for the sins of the world. His sacrifice was voluntary. He set the example and the 
standard for servant leadership. Perhaps it is the same mindset of willingly acquiescing to 
the will of a spouse when one understands that s/he has other options that is the source of 
contentment and happiness within the relationship; however, this study was not designed 
to discover why the biblical passages and the concept of submission are interpreted 
differently by different individuals; it only sought to discover if different interpretations 
influence marital happiness. Further research is needed to discover the reason or reasons 
why this is so.   
The second conclusion is this: while these participants, both men and women, 
profess a generally progressive understanding about the meaning of biblical submission, 
in actual practice they are much more conservative than their expressed belief. In 
Questions 54, 55, and 58, where respondents were given a multiple-choice option, they 
overwhelmingly chose the option that was the most open minded (collaboration, mutual 
submission, etc.). Nevertheless, when presented with scenarios in Questions 47-50 that 
asked them to provide their own definition or asked them to describe how they would go 
about resolving a conflict, a majority of participants gave an answer that demonstrated a 
more conservative practice (accommodation, wife submits, etc.) in every case. This was 
true regardless of gender, age, or even political view.  
Because of what I have learned in this study, I would recommend that churches 
and congregations spend time discussing and teaching the concept of submission and how 
one’s belief concerning the interpretation can affect the marriage relationship. Church 
leaders might also consider teaching positive conflict resolution skills to the members of 
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their congregations. My research showed that the belief in an egalitarian definition of 
submission resulted in a higher level of marital bliss, so actively promoting and teaching 
the ability to resolve marital conflict in a collaborative way may help to create a positive 
environment that affects the marriage relationship and would, by extension, affect the 
entire family as well. Instilling a positive message about submission and its biblical 
meaning is an important consideration for Christian leaders when pop culture promotes 
books and movies such as Fifty Shades of Grey (De Luca, Brunetti, James, & Taylor-
Johnson, 2015; James, 2012), the story of an abusively dominate male character and a 
female character who meekly accepts his treatment of her.  
Using Christian conflict resolution material such as Sande’s (2003) The 
Peacemaker would be a method readily available to any congregation, would require no 
special speakers and little financial cost to the church or the participants, and could have 
a significant impact on the families within the congregation. For those who want or can 
invest more time and money, universities such as Abilene Christian University in 
Abilene, Texas, have trained Christian educators available who are highly skilled at 
teaching basic and advanced conflict resolution skills. This type of education could begin 
with young children and progress through all age groups because the results of this study 
indicate that knowledge of the concept of collaboration in conflict resolution may result 
in happier marriages. 
It is important to note that not all the questions in the survey were used in my 
analysis. For example, much of the data gathered on the participants’ religious and family 
histories and on their immediate family’s religious practices were not included. Although 
much of this information was interesting and might be useful in future analysis, there was 
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nothing that made a significant impact on this study. There were also a number of 
questions that were redundant, and their answers were thoroughly covered in other areas.  
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Appendix A: Initial Contact Letter posted to Facebook 
 
 
Dear friends, 
 
As many of you know, for the past four years I have been working on my Ph.D. in 
conflict analysis and resolution from Nova Southeastern University. I am now in the final 
stages, and this summer I will be gathering data to complete my dissertation. My research 
topic concerns how a person’s interpretation of biblical submission affects his/her 
marriage relationship. I will be gathering data via an online survey, and I would like to 
invite you to participate in my dissertation research. For those of you who are interested 
in assisting me, the survey will include questions on your family background, your 
personal conflict style, your beliefs about submission, and some demographic questions. 
In all, the survey should take you about 20-25 minutes. No personally identifiable 
information will be taken, so all of your responses will be completely confidential.  
 
There are a few requirements to participate. You must be at least 21 years of age, you 
must be married now or have been married in the past for a minimum of 3 years, and you 
must be a Christian.  
 
This study has been approved by Nova Southeastern University’s Institutional Review 
Board for research with human subjects. Any questions can be addressed to me (Kipi 
Fleming Ward – 682-429-1681; kf481@nova.edu) or to my dissertation chair (Dr. Dustin 
Berna – 954-262-3024; dustin.berna@nova.edu).  
 
My goal is a minimum of 200 respondents, so I very much appreciate your willingness to 
participate in this study with me. Also, I would like to have responses from as many 
different areas of the country as possible, so if you have friends or family who might also 
be willing to take the survey, please feel free to share this post with the link with them. If 
you would be willing to share it with your church, that would also be much appreciated! 
 
Thank you for your help! 
 
Kipi 
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Form 
 
Thank you for participating in this research survey. My name is Kipi Fleming Ward, and 
I am a doctoral candidate in the School of Humanities and Social Sciences at Nova 
Southeastern University in Davie, Florida. My research topic concerns how Christians 
define the biblical term "submission" and how that definition affects their marriage 
relationship. 
 
Before continuing on to the meat of the survey, it is important that you know that your 
participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate. If you 
decide to participate, you may withdraw at any time. If you decide not to participate in 
this study or if you withdraw from participating at any time, you will not be penalized. 
 
The procedure involves filling an online survey that will take approximately 20-25 
minutes. Your responses will be confidential, and I will not collect identifying 
information such as your name, email address or IP address. The survey questions will 
ask about your personal style of working through conflict, some background questions 
about your family and religious history, your personal beliefs, and some questions about 
how you and your spouse handle conflict and make decision within your relationship. 
 
I will do my best to keep your information confidential. All data is stored in a password-
protected electronic format. To help protect your confidentiality, the surveys will not 
contain information that will personally identify you. The results of this study will be 
used for scholarly purposes only. 
 
If you have any questions about the research study, please contact me at kf481@nova.edu 
or my dissertation chair, Dr. Dustin Berna, at dustin.berna@nova.edu. This research has 
been reviewed according to NSU IRB procedures for research involving human subjects. 
 
For questions/concerns about your research rights, contact:   
Human Research Oversight Board (Institutional Review Board or IRB)  
Nova Southeastern University       
(954) 262-5369/Toll Free: 866-499-0790   
IRB@nsu.nova.edu  
 
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below. 
 
Clicking on the "I agree" button below indicates that: 
 
• you have read the above information 
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• you voluntarily agree to participate 
• you are at least 21 years of age 
 
If you do not wish to participate in the research study, please decline participation by 
clicking on the "I do not agree" button. 
 
o I agree. 
o I do not agree. 
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Appendix C: Online Survey Questions 
Section 1 – Questions to Determine Eligibility 
 
1. ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below. Clicking on the "I 
agree" button below indicates that:• you have read the above information• you 
voluntarily agree to participate• you are at least 21 years of age. If you do not 
wish to participate in the research study, please decline participation by clicking 
on the "I do not agree" button. 
2. Are you a Christian? 
o yes 
o no (Respondents who do not answer “yes” were automatically directed to 
a “Thank you for participating” page because the survey is limited to 
Christians.) 
3. In what year were you born? (Respondents who were born prior to 1993 were 
automatically directed to a “Thank you for participating” page because they do 
not meet the minimum age requirement.) 
4. Marital status 
o Never married 
o Married to first spouse 
o Married to spouse other than first 
o Single, divorced 
o Single, widowed 
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(Respondents who choose “Never married” will be automatically directed to a “Thank 
you for participating” page because the survey is limited to married persons.) 
 
5. How long have you been (or were you) married? 
o Less than 3 years 
o 3-5 years 
o 5-10 years 
o 11-15 years 
o 16-20  years 
o 21-25 years 
o 26-30 years 
o 31-35 years 
o 36-40  years 
o 41-45 years 
o 46-50 years 
o Over 50 years 
(Respondents who choose “Less than 3 years” were automatically directed to a “Thank 
you for participating” page because the survey is limited to those who have been married 
at least 3 years.) 
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Section 2 – Family Background and Personal Religious History 
 
In this section participants responded to questions about their personal and family 
history, personal beliefs, and some questions about how they and their spouse handle 
conflict and make decision within the marriage relationship. 
6. I am 
o male 
o female 
7. If you live in the United States, please enter your 5-digit zip code. If you live 
outside of the United States, please enter the name of the country where you live. 
8. Race/ethnicity 
o White, non-Hispanic 
o Black or African-American 
o Hispanic 
o Native American 
o Asian 
o Pacific Islander 
o Middle Eastern 
o Other 
9. What is your highest level of education? 
o Currently attending high school 
o Did not finish high school 
o High school diploma or equivalent (i.e., GED) 
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o Currently attending college 
o Some college, but no degree 
o Associate degree 
o Bachelor’s degree 
o Graduate degree 
o Professional degree 
10. What is (was) your spouse’s highest level of education? 
o Currently attending high school 
o Did not finish high school 
o High school diploma or equivalent (i.e., GED) 
o Currently attending college 
o Some college, but no degree 
o Associate degree 
o Bachelor’s degree 
o Graduate degree 
o Professional degree 
11. How many children do you have? 
12. How many children age 17 or younger live in your home? 
13. Which political party most closely represents your personal opinions? 
o Democrat 
o Independent 
o Republican 
o Other 
197 
 
 
 
o None 
14. Using the terms as currently defined in the United States (conservative = smaller, 
less involved government/liberal = bigger, more involved government), how 
would you describe your political stance? 
o Very conservative 
o Conservative 
o Moderate, leaning conservative 
o Moderate, leaning liberal 
o Liberal 
o Very liberal 
15. How would you describe your personal opinion of feminism?  
o I am a feminist and actively participate in feminist causes. 
o I consider myself a feminist, but I am not usually actively involved in 
feminist causes. 
o I believe that the feminist movement has done a great deal to improve the 
lives of women, but I do not necessarily consider myself a feminist. 
o I am actively anti-feminist, and I believe that the feminist movement has 
done a great deal of damage to women and to families. 
o I have no opinion on feminism. 
16. Thinking back to your childhood, in what religious environment were you raised? 
o Atheist/None 
o Baptist (not Southern Baptist) 
o Catholic 
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o Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) 
o Church of Christ 
o Latter-Day Saints (Mormon) 
o Episcopal 
o Jewish 
o Methodist 
o Muslim 
o Lutheran 
o Pentecostal 
o Presbyterian 
o Southern Baptist 
o Other 
o I don’t know. 
17. Again thinking back to your childhood, which best describes your immediate 
family’s attendance of religious services? 
o We always attended as a family unless one of us was ill or out of town. 
o My mother attended with the children, but my father usually did not 
attend. 
o My father attended with the children, but my mother usually do not attend. 
o My mother attended alone. 
o My father attended alone. 
o My parents sent their children to church or Sunday School, but they did 
not attend. 
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o My family attended sporadically or only at traditionally religious holidays 
such as Christmas or Easter. 
o No one in my immediate family attended religious services. 
18. During your childhood, how often did your family attend religious services? 
o Two or more times per week 
o Once a week 
o 1-2 times per month 
o 3-4 times per year 
o One time per year or less 
o Never 
19. Still thinking back to your childhood, what was the approximate size of the 
congregation your family attended? 
o Less than 250 people 
o 251-500 people 
o 501-1000 people 
o 1001-2500 people 
o Over 2500 people 
20. How often did your immediate family pray together when you were a child? 
o At least once per day 
o Several times per week 
o Once per week 
o Less than once per week 
o Never 
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21. How would you describe the area in which you grew up? If your family moved to 
different locations, think about the location where you lived the longest. 
o Large urban area 
o Suburbs 
o Small city 
o Small town 
o Rural area 
22. How are (were) disagreements between your parents usually settled? 
o My mother usually willingly gives in to my father. 
o They usually compromise so that neither of them gets exactly what they 
want but neither of them has to give up everything. 
o They are both very competitive, so one of them always comes out on top. 
o They usually reach a solution that allows both of them to get what they 
want. 
o My father usually willingly gives in to my mother.  
o I never witnessed disagreements between my parents. 
23. As a child, did you ever witness verbal or physical abuse between your parents? 
o Yes 
o No 
24. Other than in self-defense, is it ever acceptable for a husband to strike his wife 
with his hand, fist or any other object? 
o yes 
o no 
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25. Other than in self-defense, is it ever acceptable for a wife to strike her husband 
with her hand, fist or any other object? 
o yes 
o no 
26. Thinking about your life now, what is your current religious preference? 
o Baptist (not Southern Baptist) 
o Catholic 
o Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) 
o Church of Christ 
o Latter-Day Saints (Mormon) 
o Episcopal 
o Methodist 
o Lutheran 
o Pentecostal 
o Presbyterian 
o Southern Baptist 
o Other 
27. Which best describes your immediate family’s attendance of religious services? 
o We always attend as a family unless one of us is ill or out of town. 
o I attend with my children, but my spouse usually does not attend with us. 
o My spouse attends with my children, but I usually do not attend with 
them. 
o I usually attend by myself. 
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o My spouse usually attends alone. 
o My family attends sporadically or only at traditionally religious holidays 
such as Christmas or Easter. 
o No one in my immediate family attends religious services. 
28. How often do you attend religious services? 
o Two or more times per week 
o Once a week 
o 1-2 times per month 
o 3-4 times per year 
o One time per year or less 
o Never 
29. What is the approximate size of the congregation you attend? 
o Less than 250 people 
o 251-500 people 
o 501-1000 people 
o 1001-2500 people 
o Over 2500 people 
30. How would you describe the area where you now live?  
o Large urban area 
o Suburbs 
o Small city 
o Small town 
o Rural area 
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31. How often does your family pray together? 
o At least once per day 
o Several times per week 
o Once per week 
o Less than once per week 
o Never 
32. Has your spouse ever struck you with hand, fist, or any other object? If you are 
not now married, did your former spouse ever strike you with hand, fist, or any 
other object? (Remember, all responses are completely confidential.) 
o yes (send to “If you are comfortable, please describe the situation(s) in 
which your spouse or former spouse struck you. All responses are 
completely confidential, but you may skip this question if you prefer.” 
o no 
o I prefer not to answer. 
33. Has your spouse ever verbally or emotionally abused you? (Your answers are 
completely confidential.) 
o yes (send to “If you are comfortable, please describe the situation(s) in 
which your spouse or former spouse verbally or emotionally abused you. 
All responses are completely confidential, but you may skip this question 
if you prefer.” 
o no 
o I prefer not to answer. 
34. Have you and your spouse ever been in marriage counseling? 
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o yes 
o no 
35. How would you describe your personal level of religious commitment? 
o 1 – No religious commitment 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5  – High religious committed 
36. How would you describe your spouse’s level of religious commitment? 
o 1 – No religious commitment 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 – High religious committed 
37. How would you describe your level of marital happiness? If you are not now 
married, how would you describe yourself during your last year of marriage? 
o 1 – Not happy at all 
o 2 
o 3 – About as happy as most married couples we know. 
o 4 
o 5 – Much happier than most married couples we know. 
38. How important is submission within the marriage relationship? 
o 1 – Not important at all 
205 
 
 
 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 – Extremely important 
39. How often do (did) you and your spouse argue? 
o Daily 
o Several times per week 
o A few times per month 
o Once every one to three months 
o A few times per year 
o Less often than once per year 
o Never 
40. How are (were) disagreements between you and your spouse usually settled? 
o My spouse usually willingly gives in to me. 
o We usually compromise so that neither of us gets exactly what we want 
but neither of us has to give up everything. 
o We are both very competitive, so one of us always comes out on top. 
o We usually reach a solution that allows both of us to get what we want. 
o I usually willingly give in to my spouse.  
o My spouse and I never have disagreements. 
41. Do (or did) you and your spouse have an established method in place for settling 
differences? 
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o yes (send to “Please describe your method for settling differences with 
your spouse” page) 
o no (send to “How would a typical disagreement between you and your 
spouse be settled?” 
42. Please describe your method for settling differences with your spouse. 
43. How would a typical disagreement between you and your spouse be settled? 
44. Do (or did) you and your spouse have an established method in place for decision 
making? 
o yes (send to “Please describe your method for decision making with your 
spouse” page) 
o no (send to “How do you and your spouse make important decisions?” 
45. Please describe your method for decision making with your spouse. 
46. How do (or did) you and your spouse make important decisions? 
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Section 3 – Conflict Scenarios 
In this section respondents were given four scenarios that might occur between a 
husband and wife. After reading each one, they were to describe how they and their 
spouse would react in that situation.  For those who are not now married, they were to 
describe how they and their former spouse would have reacted in their final year of 
marriage. 
47. Consider this scenario: 
It is Friday evening, and you and your spouse want to spend some time 
together, but each of you has a different idea of how the time should be spent. 
How do you decide what to do? 
48. Consider this scenario: 
You and your spouse want to take a vacation, but you don’t agree on where 
you should go. How will you decide where you will spend your vacation? 
49. Consider this scenario: 
Your spouse has been offered a new job with a higher salary and better 
benefits in a city 1000 miles away. You have a job that you love, your 
children are established in their schools, and you have many friends where 
you now live. How will you decide what to do? 
50. Consider this scenario: 
You and your spouse agree that your house is not appropriate for your family 
and you need to find a different place to live. Your spouse finds a house that is 
a good size for your family in a great neighborhood, but you can only afford it 
if major budget cuts are made in several areas, and you are nervous about 
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taking such a risk. Your spouse thinks your worries are unfounded. How will 
you decide what to do? 
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Section 4 – Biblical Submission 
 
The questions in this section concerned respondents’ definition and understanding of 
biblical submission. 
 
51. In your own words, how would you describe the biblical concept of submission? 
52. Which of these statements most closely describes your experience? 
o My church teaches about submission clearly and often, and I am confident 
I understand its biblical meaning. 
o My church doesn’t usually teach about submission, but I am confident in 
my personal understanding of its biblical meaning. 
o My church teaches about submission occasionally, but I am not confident 
in my understanding of its meaning. 
o My church teaches about submission, but I feel like I get mixed signals as 
to its biblical meaning. 
o Submission is rarely mentioned at my church, and I am unsure of its 
biblical meaning. 
53. Which of these statements best describes your personal opinion? 
o I wish my church taught the biblical concept of submission more often. 
o I am satisfied with the frequency with which my church teaches about 
biblical submission. 
o I wish my church taught the concept of biblical submission less often. 
o I don’t attend church. 
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54. Which of these words do you most closely relate to the word submission? 
o Avoidance 
o Accommodation 
o Compromise 
o Competition 
o Collaboration 
55. Which do you consider to be the most closely aligned with biblical teaching? 
o A wife should submit to her husband. 
o A husband should submit to his wife. 
o Both a husband and wife should submit to one another. 
o Submission has no place in the marriage relationship. 
56. In relation to your spouse, how would you rate your level of submissiveness? 
o 1 – Not at all submissive 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 – Extremely submissive 
57. How would you rate your spouse’s level of submissiveness within your marital 
relationship? 
o 1 – Not at all submissive 
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
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o 5 – Extremely submissive 
58. The Apostle Paul wrote in Ephesians 5:22-24 (New International Version): 
“Wives, submit to your husbands as to the Lord. For the husband is the head of 
the wife as Christ is the head of the church, his body, of which he is the Savior. 
Now as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should submit to their 
husbands in everything.” Which of these statements best describes your personal 
belief about this passage? Which of these best describes your personal belief? 
o Submission means that a wife should always give in to her husband’s 
wants, needs, opinions, desires, beliefs, etc., regardless of how it affects 
me. 
o Submission means that a wife should consider her husband’s wants, needs, 
opinions, desires, beliefs, etc., before she makes a decision. 
o Submission means that husband and wife work together to best meet his 
wants, needs, opinions, desires, beliefs, etc., as well as hers. 
o I’m not sure how submission applies to marriage. 
o I don’t believe that submission has any bearing on the marriage 
relationship.  
 
